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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Mr. Watrer Henry Macnamara, barrister-at-law, has been 
appointed a Master of the King’s Bench Division, in place of 
Me Watton, who has are | Mr. Maonamara, who was 
called to the bar in 1874, has been an Assistant Master and also 
Registrar of the Railway and Canal Commission ; and it is stated 
that he will retain the latter office. 





WE REGRET to announce the death of Mr. Wu11am Danrer 
Henry Ozume, of Upper Norwood, who, as our readers may 
remember, was after much discussion finally established last 
year to be the oldest solicitor on the rolls and the “father of 
the profession.” Mr. Ozuue, who died at the age of ninety- 
two, was admitted in Michaelmas Term, 1831, and took 
out his certificate down to the present year, thus shewing 
seventy years’ practice. The ession are now in. the 
unhappy condition of having to search for a new “ father,” and 
we trust that our valued correspondent, Mr. F, K. Munrtow, will 
see to it that one is speedily found. The last precediog “ father,” 
Mr. Movrityan, who resided and i in Paris, was 
admitted in 1827 and died in 1900, having thus attained seventy- 
three years on the rolls. After these records it will be very 
disappointing if the new ‘‘ father” should be discovered to be 
some gomparative youngster with a standing of only fifty years 
or 80. 


Ws azz informed that Mr. J. F. Rewvant, M.P., has given 
notice that he will on Monday next ask the Attorney-General 
the following question : Whether the new system of compulsory 
registration of title under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, has 
been tried experimentally in certain portions of the County of 
London since the Ist of January, 1899, and whether it was fixed 
to extend on the Ist of January, 1902, to the City of London. 
Whether it is a fact that numerous complaints have been 
made that the system has added seriously to the difficulty 
and expense of dealing with property. Whether the Corpora- 
tion of the City ae not in msg aye 

ntl uest the to postpone the applica- 

tion of So oun to the city until an ‘idepanhent inquiry into 

its working had Sabaneaeh and whether = al o - of the 

system was not su uently postponed e of March, 

1902. Whether such postponement was for the purpose of 
Iq 
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holding the inquiry asked for, and, if so, what steps have been 
taken to hold such inquiry? If the postponement was not for 
the pur mentioned, then what was the object of postponing 
the application of the system to the city ? 





A weEarnED friend objects to the conclusions contained 
in an article on “ ring gee + of sums covenanted in a 
alarriage settlement to be paid at a specified time” (ante, 
. 192), on the authority of Anson v. Potter (13 Ch. D. 
141). In that case a fund of personalty was vested in 
trustees, on trust for A. for life, with remainder over, and 
by a subsequent settlement, the remainder over had been 
assigned to a second set of trustees on certain trusts. It was held 
that A. and the second set of trustees were entitled to call for a 
transfer of the fund and to give adischarge to the original trustees. 
This case, however, is really not in point. In Anson v. Potter 
the fund was an existing fund, and whether it remained in the 
hands of the original trustees or was transferred to the second 
set of trustees it was equally liable to depreciation ; or in other 
words, the fund settled by the second settlement was a fund the 
value of which, when it became payable to the second set of 
trustees, was uncertain at the time when it was settled, while in the 
cases discussed in the article above referred to the difficulty is 
that if the payment is made before the proper time, the fund 
may, at the time when it ought to be paid, be less than that 
covenanted to be paid. In other words, the value of the fund 
at the time when it becomes payable is certain, while if the pay- 
ment is made in advance, the value at that time is ipso /acto 
rendered uncertain. 





THE casz of Hounsell vy. Dunning (Weekly Notes, 1902, p. 11) 
turned on the strange custom of the Manor of Taunton for the 
widow of an intestate to inherit instead of his issue. This 
custom came into prominence in Locke v. Southwood (1 My. & 
Cr. 411), which Lord Brovenam described as “a very singular 
case arising out of a custom in the Manor of Taunton Deane, b 
which a widow succeeds as heir to her husband, to the exclusion 
of the issue.” We should be glad to know whether there is any 
other manor in which this custom prevails. It appears from 
Shillibeer’s Customs of Taunton Deane that in the same 
manor there is another remarkable custom—namely, that “In 
case a woman seised of any customary lands of inheritance, 
parcel of the said manor, marry a husband, the same husband 
ought, and by the custom of the said manor hath used, to fine 
with the lord of the said manor for her and her land at the old 
precedent fine of the same land, and thereof to make an ent: 
with the clerk of the castle and to put in pledges at or before the 
first law-day court after the said marriage, by virtue of which 
marriage, entry, and pledges, the husband becomes owner of 
same land, and is to be admitted tenant thereunto to hold the 
same to him and his heirs for ever, according to the custom of 
the said manor.” The practical lesson enforced by these quaint 
customs is the importance, in any case dependingon the devthuins 
of copyhold property, of careful inquiries of the steward as to 
the customs obtaining in the manor. 





Ir HAs a & moot point among conveyancers as to the 
manner in which a married woman trustee, who has lent the 
trust funds on mortgage of real property, should reconvey the 
wa get to the mortgagor. We are informed that this point 

s now been settled by Kexewicn, J., in Re Howgate and 
Osborn’s Contract. In that case the survivor of three trustee- 
mortgagees was a married woman, and she reconveyed to the 
mortgagor, on —— off of the mortgage, without the con- 
currence of her husband and _ without acknowledging 
the reconveyance. On a subsequent sale of the property 
& question arose as to whether the husband should not 
have concurred, Kzxxewicn, J., held that on the re ay- 
ment of the debt the married woman became a bare 
trustee of the legal estate for the mortgagor, and could there- 
fore convey as a feme sole under section 16 of the Trustee 
Act, 1893. Had the legal estate at any time become subject to 
the trust, there is no question but that Re Harkness and Allsopp 


y | sees fit to repeal them? 





currence would have been necessary. But in the present ca 
the learned judge, following Re Brooke and Fremlin (189 
1 Ch. 650), substantiated the view we expressed when vy 
discussed this question on a previous occasion (45 Soricrror# 
Journal, p. 752). It will be observed that Re Howgate and 
Osborn only applies to the case of reconveyance by a married 
woman trustee-mortgagee, and does not touch the question of a 
sale of the property. It will, therefore, still be advisable fora 
purchaser, where a married woman trustee-mortgagee is selling 
the mortgaged property under her power of sale, to require the 
concurrence of her husband in a deed acknowledged. 4 fortiori 
this will be necessary where the married woman trustee has 
foreclosed and subsequently sells the property. 





Ir witt probably have come as somewhat of a surprise to 
mavy a lawyer and to most laymen that a Jesuit who comes into 
this country is guilty of acrime. Yet so it is, according to the 
statute book. Section 29 of 10 Geo. 4, c. 7, provides that if any 
Jesuit come into this realm he shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, 
and on conviction shall be sentenced to be banished from the 
United Kingdom for the term of his natural life. There is a 
proviso in favour of Jesuits who are natural-born subjects; who 
are allowed to remain if registered. It is further provided that 
any person who is sentenced to banishment, but who nevertheless 
is found in this realm three months after sentence, shall suffer 
the extreme punishment of transportation for life. Section 33 
also enacts that any person who admits a person to the order of 
Jesuits in this country shall be guilty of a misdemeanour and 
shall be punished with fine and imprisonment. Such, strange 
to say, is the law of the land. These sections have never been 
repealed, but there is no record of their having ever been 
enforced. In his History of the Criminal Law, the late Sir 
James SrerHen says of them, ‘These provisions have never 
been modified, and I believe have been treated ever since they 
were passed as an absolutely dead letter.” But who has the right 
to disregard them, or treat them as obsolete, until Parliament 
It is true that there are probably 
few persons who would like to see such provisions rigidly 
enforced, but it is not creditable to English law that they 
should remain on the statute book as a dead letter. A few 
years ago, it seems, an attempt was actually made in Parliament 
to repeal these sections, but the attempt was not successful. 
Recently, an attempt has been made to enforce the law, and an 
application was made to a police magistrate for a summons 
against three gentlemen of the Jesuit order who have settled in 
London after expulsion from France. The magistrate declared 
the law to be “‘ practically obsolete,” and took time to consider 
his decision. Finally, however, he refused to grant the 
summons asked for on the ground that proceedings 
under the Act cannot be taken by private individuals, but 
only by the Crown. The only justification for this decision 
in the Act itself is found in section 38, which provides that 
‘‘ all penalties imposed by this Act shall and may be recovered 
as a debt due to his Majesty by information to be filed in the 
name of his Majesty’s Attorney-General.’’ The word “ penalties” 
here, however, must refer to the pecuniary fines which 
can be imposed under the Act, and it is only by inference (if at 
all) that it can be said that the section prevents private persons 
from presenting an information to a magistrate in respect to the 
misdemeanour. Where, however, a statute has remained so 
many years without any attempt being made to enforce 
it, the magistrate was probably right not to undertake the 
serious responsibility of putting persons on their trial for a 
“crime” which has been committed with impunity so long with- 
out complaint. Those who wish to enforce the obsolete law 
have their remedy, and can apply to the High Oourt for a 
mandamus to the magistrate to issue process. As such an 
application seems likely to be made, we may speedily hava an 
authoritative decision as to whether an unrepealed Act of 
Parliament can under any circumstances be judicially held to be 
obsolete, and as to the right of private individuals to institute 
proceedings in such cases. 





A QuEsTiIon as to a husband’s liability for the price of goods 





(1896, 2 Ch. 358) would have applied, and the husband’s con- 





supplied to his wife came before the Court of Appeal on the 27th 
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inst. in Remmington v. Broadwood, It was decided by a majority 

of the Court of Common Pleas in Jolly v. Rees (15 C. B. N. 8. 

628), so long ago as 1864, that the question whether a wife has 
authority to pledge her husband’s credit is to be treated as one 
of fact upon the circumstances of each particular case, whatever 
ma) be the ear arising from any particular state of 
circumstances. And this decision was approved, some sixteen 
years later, by the House of Lords: Debenham v. Hellon 
(6 App. Cas. 24). There are, no doubt, many authorities 
which shew that when a husband and wife are living 
together and keeping up a common establishment there is 
a presumption that the wife can, as agent for the husband, 
pledge his credit for necessaries for the household; but this 
presumption is not due to the fact of the marriage, but would 
equally apply where the necessaries were obtained by a 
housekeeper or steward: see yer Poxtock, O.B., in Reneauz v. 
Teakle (8 Ex., at p. 682), and per Lord Serporne, L.C., in 
Debenham v. Mellon, And where the parties are living apart, 
there is a presumption that the wife may procure necessaries for 
herself as her husland’s agent: see Bolton v. Prentice (2 Str. 
1214). But the presumption arising from the circumstances 
may be rebutted, and one means of rebutting it is by 
proof that the husband is making a sufficient allowance 
to the wife; this is established by Reneauxc v. Teakle 
(a case in which the husband and wife were living together), 
and recognized as applicable to a case where they are living 
apart by Lord Sztzornz in Debenhamv, Mellon. The plaintiff in 
Remmington v. Broadwood sued the husband and wife for the price 
of articles of clothing supplied to the latter. The defendants had 
been living apart during some, if not all, of the time during 
which the debts were incurred, and during the whole time 
the husband was making an allowance to the wife which the 
jury considered adequate having regard to her station in life. 
Some of the goods were supplied before, and some after, the 
husband had given nutice by advertisement that he would not 
be liable for his wife’s debts. Upon these facts Brucr, J., held 
that the wife had no authority to pledge the husband’s credit, 
and he gave judgment for the plaintiff against the wife and 
judgment for the husband. The facts bring the case within the 
authorities above referred to, and the Court of Appeal, following 
those authorities, affirmed the judgment below, which was 
appealed from by the plaintiff so far as it was in favour of the 
husband, and by the wife so far as the plaintiff’s claim related to 
goods supplied before the date of the husband’s advertisement. 





Tue case of Wise v. Dunning, decided by the Queen’s Bench 
Division on the 20th of November last, and which, we under- 
stand, will be reported in the February number of the Zaw 
Reports, is @ decision of unusual interest with respect to the 
jurisdiction of justices to bind persons over to be of good 
behaviour. The appellant, a Protestant lecturer, was summoned 
to answer an information, preferred by the assistant head 
constable of Liverpool, charging that he had held meetings on the 
King’s highway and places to which the public had access; that 
breaches of the peace had taken place in consequence of the 
holding of those meetings ; that there was reason to believe that 
he intended to hold similar meetings, and that if these meetin 
were addressed by him serious breaches of the peace would 
follow ; and praying that he might be summoned to shew cause 
why he should not find sureties for good behaviour. The facts 
appear to have been that the appellant had held meetings in 
public places in Liverpool which were attended by a number of 

ersons of the Roman Catholic religion as well as Protestants. 

he gestures and language used by him were such as were 
likely to insult and annoy the Roman Catholics, and were 
calcuiated-to provoke a breach of the peace by them. At the 
conclusion of the meeting a breach of the peace was actually 
committed by those who did not sympathize with the appellant. 
They rushed forward to attack him, and it was only by the efforts 
of the police that he was removed in safety. The appellant did 


not himself commit any breach of the peace, nor did he incite 
his supporters to do so. At subsequent meetings the appellant 


used expressions which were offensive to the Roman Catholics 
present, and fights took place among those attending the 


that he intended to hold similar meetings to those already 
mentioned. The magistrate ordered him to enter into a 
recognizance in the sum of £100, with two sureties in £50 each, 
to keep the e and be of good behaviour for twelve months> 
and in default to be imprisoned for two months. Upon a case 
stated for the opinion of the court, counsel for the appellant 
contended that his conduct was lawful, that there was no ques- 
tion of a public nuisance by obstruction of the highway, and 
that he could not be bound over because the conduct of others 
was, or was likely to be, unlawful. They cited Beatty v. Gilbanks 
(9 Q. B.D. 308), where it was held that the leaders of the Salvation 
Army who marched in procession through a town, well knowing 
that the procession was calculated to cause a breach of the ar 
were not guilty of an unlawful assembly and could not be bound 
over. The court (Lord Atverstoyg, O.J., and Darume and 
CuanyE tt, JJ.) held that the magistrate was right, Onanwz.t, J., 
saying that the cases shewed that a breach of the pence, though 
an illegal act, might be the natural consequence of insulting or 
abusive language or conduct. 





Noruine, we think, turns upon the fact that the language 
of the spesker was uttered in the course of a theological 
discourse. The speeches of temperance lecturers have often 
been violent enough to cause disturbances, and it would 
be easy to mention other subjects on which opinion is 
sharply divided, and where one party cannot hear with any- 
thing Tike patience a strong or contemptuous attack from an 
opponent. In the days when labour-saving machinery was 
first introduced in England anyone who in certain districts 
dared to recommend it in a public discourse would have 
run serious risk of violence. We have never heard that 
anyone who, though threatened with violence, persisted in 
denouncing the outrages of trade unions, was brought before 
the magistrates and bound over to be of good behaviour. In 
England there is no law like that in the Indian Penal Code Act, 
by which any person who, with the deliberate intention of 
wounding the religious feelings of any person, utters any word 
in the hearing of that person shall be punished with imprison- 
ment. But in India there was strong opposition to this enact- 
ment as interfering with missionary enterprize, and the framers 
of the code express their opinion that a missionary or teacher 
bond fide pursuing his calling could not be indicted for any 
offence he might give to others. They add that in framing the 
clause they wished to allow all fair latitude to religious 
discussion, and at the same time to prevent the professors of any 
religion from offering, under the pretext of such discussion, 
intentional insults to what is held sacred by others. In the 
present case there was nothing to shew that the appellant did 
not act in good faith. If the example of the magistrate at 
Liverpool is to be widely followed, there may be considerable 
interference with the right of public meeting, for it is much 
easier to restrain one speaker than to check the violence of a 
riotous crowd. Turbulent meetings have always been common 
in England, yet it is strange that no precedent could be found 
which exactly applied to the case. e venture to think that 
the recent decision is wrong, and is likely to lead to serious 
consequences. 





Tux Court of Appeal have affirmed (see the report elsewhere) 
the decision of ‘Farwzut, J., in Hunt v. Luck (49 W. R155; 
1901, 1 Ch. 45) with respect to the effect of an omission by the 
purchaser or —— of land to inquire of the tenant as to 
the person to whom he pays his rent. It is, of course, always 
necessary to inquire of the tenant as to the nature and extent of 
his interest, for thé purchaser takes with constructive notice of 
any rights which the tenant has against his landlord (Daniels v. 
Davison, 16 Ves. 249); and in Mumford v. Stohwasser (L. R. 18 
Eq. 556) Jzssex, M.R., stated that if the tenant was paying 
rent to a third the purchaser would also have constructive 
notice of such third ’s title. ‘‘At that time,” he said, 
‘*the house was undoubtedly in the possession of the tenant of 
the plaintiffs, and therefore [the defendant] had constructive 
notice of this tenancy, and consequently notice of the plaintiff's 
title.” Of course it may be to make sure that the 





meeting and stones were thrown. The appellant had stated 


necessary ; 
| vendor is in receipt of rents in order to avoid the possibility 
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that he may have been out of possession for the statutory 
period. But this is a different matter from inquiring with a view 
to discovering an undisclosed equitable interest, and Farwe.t, 
J., pointed out in the present case that the dictum of Sir 
GerorGE JessEL’s was inconsistent with the law as laid down in 
the Privy Council in Barnhart v. Greenshields (9 Moo. P. OC. 18). 
The judgment in that oase, after stating that a purchaser 
took with notice of the tenant’s interest, continued: ‘‘ There 
is no authority in these cases for the proposition 
that notice of a tenancy is notice of the title of 
the lessor, or that a purchaser neglecting to inquire into 
the title of the occupier is affected by any other equities than 
those which such occupier may insist on. Whatever authority 
there is upon the subject is the other way.” Farwe.t, J., accepted 
this as a correct exposition of the law, and treated Sir Grorcz 
JEssEL’s statement to the contrary as uttered in forgetfulness, 
and the Court of Appeal have agreed with him. In Hunt v. 
Tuck A. had conveyed to B., the consideration being stated to 
be £12,000 paid by B. B. mortgaged the property, which was 
in the occupation of tenants. A. being dead, it was alleged by 
his executrix and residuary devisee that the £12,000 had not 
been paid ; that A. had a beneficial interest in the property; 
and that this was shewn by his receipt of the rents. Inasmuch, 
however, as the mortgagees were not bound to inquire 
of the tenants as to this, they had no notice, actual or con- 
a of A.’s alleged equity, and they were not affected 
y it. 


In THE case of Re Hill (Times, 27th ult.) Swrvven Eapy, J., 
has delivered un interesting judgment on the effect of a 
direction in a will that heirlooms shall devolve with a title. 
The Dowager Viscountess Hitt, who died in 1891, by her will 
left certain jewels to her son, the third Viscount Hut, for life, 
and after his death “‘to each and every of the persons who 
shall in turn succeed to the title and dignity of Viscount Hii 
severally and successively as they shall in turn succeed to such 
title and dignity.” The third viscount died in 1895, and a 
question as to the title to the heirlooms has arisen between the 
fourth Viscount Hit1, who was born in 1863, but has no issue, 
and his brother, the heir- presumptive to the title. The 
difficulty, of course, in perpetuating a settlement of heirlooms 
is that they are bound to become the absolute property of the 
first holder of the lands who has an estate of inheritance, and 
this result cannot be avoided by a direction that they shall 
devolve with a title. In Re Viscount Exmouth (23 Ch. D. 158) 
there was a trust to permit certain heizlooms “‘to go and be held 
and ee with the title and honours of Exmouth, so far as 
the rules of law and equity will admit, by the person who for 
the time being shall be actually possessed of the said title, in the 
nature of heirlooms.”’ There could be no doubt, said Fry, J., 
that the effect of that clause was to give an absolute interest in 


the chattels to the first person who succeeded to the honours. This | ( 


result was founded on Tollemache v. Coventry (2 Ol. & F. 611) 
where in the same way, after certain trusts in favour of tenants 
for life, chattels were left ‘‘in trust for such person as should 
from time to time be Lord Vzrz”; it being the testator’s will 
and intention that the same should go and be held with the 
title of the family, so far as the rules of law and equity would 
permit. This limitation was described by Lord Brovenaw, L.C., 
as ‘‘a totally new invention, and a kind of limitation not known 
to the law, treating Lord Vzrz as if he were a cerporation with 
ag succession,” and the attempt failed to tie up the heir- 
ooms beyond the lives of the tenants for life. The eldest 
grandson, therefore, of the testator, who was next in the 
succession, took the chattels absolutely. Something can be done 
to keep up the succession by preventing a tenant in tail who dies 
under twenty-one from intercepting the chattels, and hence the 
insertion of the common provision that the chattels shall not 
vest absolutely in a tenant in tail by purchase who shall not 
attain twenty-one. In the present case Swixren Eapy, J., 
held, upon the authorities, that where chattels are settled to 
devolve with a title, they vest absolutsly in the first holder 
of the title who takes after the deceass of persons to whom 
limited interests in the chattels are expressly given. Hence 
= — in question passed absolutely to the fourth 

iscount. 








‘But even though the trustee become such 





PURCHASES OF TRUST PROPERTY BY TRUSTEES, 


Tue recent decision of Buckuey, J., in Re Boles and British Land 
Co.’s Contract (50 W. R. 185), shows the disinclination of the 
court to extend on merely technical grounds the operation of the 
rule which disables a trustee from purchasing the trust property. 
In that case a testator had devised land to four trustees, 
including Boxxs, upon certain trusts, with a power of sale. The 
testator died in May, 1885, and in the following July one of the 
trustees disclaimed. In November, Borzs, under the power 
contained in section 32 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, retired 
from the trust, and the trust property thereby became vested 
in the two remaining trustees. Twelve years later, in 
1897, Borzs purchased part of the estate from the con- 
tinuing trustees for £5,325, and in 1901 he contracted to sell 
this same property to the British Land Oo. for £6,000. The 
purchasers by their requisition objected that Boxes’ title was 
defective inasmuch as he had himself formerly been a trustee 
for sale, and the validity of the objection was raised upon 
summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. 

That a trustee cannot be a purchaser from himself is one of 
the clearest rules of equity. To permit such a transaction 
would be to place him in a situation in which his duty and his 
interest nhl conflict, and to give him the opportunity of 
making a profit out of his trust—both principles which equity 
holds as inviolable. Accordingly it makes no difference 
whether the trustee has in fact obtained any advantage. 
“T disavow,” said Lord Expoy, L.0., in Ex parte Lacey 
(6 Ves. p. 627), “that interpretation of Lord Rossiyy’s doctrine, 
that the trustee must make advantage. I say, whether he 
makes advantage or not, if the connection does not satisfactorily 
appear to have been dissolved, it is in the choice of the cestui que 
trusts whether they will take back the property or not.” And 
Lord Eldon in a well-known passage, grounded the rule upon 
the impossibility of discovering to what extent the trustee 
was taking advantage of his position. “ tie Oa? a trustee buys 
any estate, and by the knowledge acqui in that character 
discovers a valuable coal mine under it; and locking that in 
his own breast enters into a contract with the cestui que trusts ; if 
he chooses to deny it, how can the court try that against that 
denial ?” 

But the absolute invalidity of a purchase does not necessarily ex- 
tend beyond the case where the trustee takes over the property 
without any consent of the cestui que trust. If he obtains such con- 
sent the purchase may stand, though the conditions which must be 
satisfied to show an effectual consent are so rigorous as to make 
it a matter of great difficulty to uphold a purchase under these 
circumstances. In Hx parte James (8 Ves. p. 353) Lord Expon 
said: ‘ The rule is that a trustee shall not become a purchaser, 
until he enters into a fair contract that he may become a 
purchaser with those interested”; and in Coles v. Trecuthick 
9 Ves. p. 247): “A trustee may buy from the csstui gue 
trust, provided there is a distinct and clear contract, ascer- 
tained to be such after a jealous and scrupulous examina- 
tion of all the circumstances, proving that the cestui que 
trust intended the trustee should buy; and there is no 
fraud, no concealment, no advantage taken by the trustee of 
information acquired by him in his character of trustee. I 
admit, it is a difficult case to make out, wherever it is 
contended that the exception prevails.” In Morse y. Royal (12 
Ves., p. 372) Lord Easing, L.0., was so impressed with the 
difficulty of brioging a case within the exception that he 


thought the exception might as well never have been allowed. 
The exception still exists, however, for the benefit of trustees 


who are in a position to take advantage of it, and not 
infrequently, indeed, it is to the benefit of the cestui que 
trust that the trustee should be « possible purchaser of the 
property. f , 

And as the trustee cannot purchase from himself directly, so, 
of course, he cannot effect the same purpose by employing an 
agent, or by selling the property toa purchaser upon a secret 
understanding that he shall in turn become purchaser himself. 
urchaser very 
shortly after the original sale, yet, if he is dead and many 
years have elapsed, the court will not set the sale aside merely 
on suspicion, but will require affirmative evideace of the 
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understanding upon which the stranger bought. In Re Postie- 
thwaite (37 W. R. 200) a testator died in 1843, having devised his 
real estate to three trustees upon trust to sell. In January, 1854, 
the trustees sold, and in the following March conveyed, the only 
remaining partof the estate, which had been three times unsuccess- 
fully put up to auction, toa stranger. In June the stranger con- 
veyed to one of thetrusteesfor the same price, increased by interest 
for the intervening period. Bower, L.J., described this as a 
case of natural suspicion, but the Court of Appeal declined to 
set it aside in 1888, there being no direct evidence that the 
stranger in the first instance bought the property for the trustee. 
The present case of fe Boles §& British Land Co.’s Contract 
(supra) presented a new feature. As already stated, the purchas- 
ing trustee had divested himself of his trusteeship in 1885 and 
he did not purchase until 1897. No attempt was made 
to shew consent on the part of the cestut que trusts, and 
it was contended that, in the absence of such consent, 
the disqualification of the trust relationship still adhered 
to the trustee. The converse case of an alleged disquali- 
fication attaching to the purchaser because he had the 
power to become a trustee, though he had not in fact entered 
upon the trust, occurred in Clark v. Clark (9 7 . Cas. 733). 
There one of two executors had not proved the will and had not 
disclaimed. It was held in the Privy Council that he was not 
disqualified from purchasing from the other executor. “A man 
so placed,” it was said, ‘‘ might possibly use his power in such a 
way as to zai:e a case for setting aside the transaction. . . . But 
that is a different thing altogether from the absolute disability 
attaching to one who would at the same moment be a vendor in 
trust for others and a purchaser on his own behalf.” The 
analogy is by no means complete between a man who was a 
trustee and has ceased to be so, and a man who has never been 
a trustee, though he has the power to become one. But 
Buoxtey, J., saw in this passage a principle which was 
applicable to both cases. Where the trust relation is not 
actually existing at the time of sale, there is no reason for 
importing a disqualification unless the circumstances are such as 
to suggest that the purchaser, whether a trustee in the past or 
a possible trustee in the future, is likely to be taking advantage 
of his position. In the case of a purchase after a period of 
twelve years from the cessation of the trusteeship, where there 
was no evidence that the retirement was with a view to sale, 
no inference was raised against a purchase by the guondam 
trustee, and his title, accordingly, was supported. And even 
where the lapse of time is not so great, it would seem that 
objection cannot be safely taken on the ground that a purchaser 
was at one time a trustee, unless there are special circumstances 
which make the transaction suspicious. 








TRUSTEES AND THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 
II. 


We pointed out last week (anée, p. 211) that the points arising 
under section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, which have been 
illustrated by judicial decision are (1) the cases excepted from 
the benefit of the section ; (2) the persons who can, by virtue of 
the section, take advantage of the Statute of Limitations; 
(3) the mode in which the statute is applied to claims against 
trustees; and (4) its operation inst tenants for life and 
reversioners. The first point we have already dealt with. It 
remains to consider the other three. 

2. The persons who can plead the statute-—Section 1 (3) of the 
Trustee Act, 1888, which, like section 8, is not repealed by the 
Trustee Act, 1893, defines the expression “‘ trustee” to include 
‘a trustee whose trust arises by construction or implication of 
law as well as an express trastee.” When, therefore, the section 
enables ‘a trustee or any person claiming through him” to 
plead the statute, it may, if necessary, be held to apply equally 
to constructive and to express trustees. But, as we have 


seen, a trustee who is such merely by construction or im- 
plication of law is under no necessity to resort to section 8, 
since equity has never refused him the benefit of the statute. 
Intermediate between a trustee merely by construction and an 
express trustee is the case of a person, such as a director of a 


virtue of his position. We have already pointed out that in 
respect of the money so received he is ed as an express 
trustee, and formerly he could not plead the statute: Flitoroft’s 
case (31 W. R. 174, 21 Ch. D. 519). But whether 
directors are constructive or express trustees now makeg. 
no difference, for in either case they come within 
the provision of section 8, and so it was held in Re Lands 
Allotment Co, (42 W. RB. 404; 1894, 1 Oh. 616). ‘Prior to thé 
Trustee Act,” said Linpiey, L.J., there, ‘‘it had always been held 
that directors were not entitled to the benefit of the Statute of 
Limitations, because as regards such moneys they were to be 
treated as trustees who committed a breach of trust, 
When, therefore, the Legislature the Trustee Act, 
1888, protecting trustees against actions for breach of trust, 
how can it, with any sense, be said that directors are not to 
have the benefit of that statute?” The reasoning is unanswer- 
able, and it is singular that any doubt should ever have been 
suggested as to the right of directors to the benefit of the Act. Re 
Lands Allotment Co. was followed in Whitwam v. Watkin (78 L. T. 
188), where it was held that the Statute of Limitations was a good 
defence for directors who had paid away money wlira vires more 
than six years before action; and the rule was acted on in Re 
National Bank of Wales (48 W.R. 99; 1899, 2 Ch. 629). It does 
not, however, apply to a trustee in bankruptcy, or to any other 
person, such as a receiver, who is bound to account as an officer 
of the court: Re Cornish (44 W. R. 161; 1896, 1 Q. B. 99). 
The expression ‘claiming through” a trustee points, not to 
beneficiaries, but to persons deriving property from and subject 
to the liabilities of the trustee or executor; that is, generally 
speaking, his executors, administrators, or assigns: Leahy v. 
Moleyns (1896, I. R., pp. 218, 242). Hence section 8 does 
not enable the statute to be pleaded by residuary legatees 
against the claim of a creditor to follow assets into their hands. 
3. The mode in which the Statute of Limitations is applied to claims 
against trustees.—Section 8 contains two separate provisions for 
applying the Statute of Limitations to claims against trustees. 
hey are as follows: ‘‘(a) All rights and — conferred by 
any Statute of Limitations shall be enjoyed in the like manner 
and to the like extent as they would have been enjoyed in such 
action or other ing if thetrustee . not been 


proceeding ms 
a trustee; and (5) If the action or other yey! is brought 
to recover money or other property, is one to which no 


existing Statute of Limitation applies, the trustee . . . shall 
be entitled to the benefit of shall be at liberty to plead 
the lapse of time as a bar to such action or other 


p ing in the like manner and to the like extent 
as if the claim had been against him in an 

of debt for money had and received.” A good deal of 

has been expended in trying to discover cases to which the 
of these provisions might apply. In Re Bowden (39 W. R. 219, 
45 Oh. D. 444), the first case where the point was raised, Fry, 
L.J., suggested a construction which would have made it quite 


inoperative. It is obvious, he said, iu the first — that a 
person could not be sued for breach of trust if he not been 


a trustee; and, secondly, no Statute of Limitations confers any 
right or privilege in respect of a breach of trust. In 
words, if the trustee had not been a trustee there would 
been no claim against him at all. But as the action was 
newly-appointed trustee against or 
representatives to have trust property replaced, the claim fell 
within clause (4), and was barred. 

In How v. Earl Winterton (45 W. R. 103; 1896, 2 Ch. 626) 
this was felt to be too antes SA of dealing with clause 
(a), though the difficulties w: the clause presented were 
fully recognized. There a trustee had committed a breach of 
trust by neglecting to accumulate a fund to secure the pay- 
ment of an annuity. The Oourt of Appeal objected to the 
theory of Fry, L.J., that to deprive the claim in such a case of 
the p Bethe of trust was to extinguish it altogether. It was 
suggested that, apart from om, Sore was a ; 
the trustee which might render him liable to an action at law, 


or to an action for an account in equity, to which the Statute of 
Limitations would apply. ‘ Throw 
“the idea of breach of trust of 





company, who is in a fiduciary position and receives money by 


which he is placed by the 
wailty of o teench of Axty, 


fact that he is a trustee, he is still 
and he is to 
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breach of trust were nothing more or less than a breach of duty, 
by reason of some act or omission of his.’’ But even in that case, 

if clause (a) did not apply, it was agreed that clause (5) did. 

The action was an action to recover money, although the money 

was not the money of the plaintiff. ‘It is,” said the 

same learned judge, ‘‘in substance an action to make 
the trustee pay money, and to make him pay money into 
a fund as against which the applicant has a claim.” In 
Robinson v. Harkin (44 W. R. 702; 1896, 2 Ch, 415), 
Sriniinc, J., intimated that a claim for contribution by 
one trustee against another was within clause (a), but it does 
not seem to be clear that the statute would not run against such 
a claim apart from section 8, Upon the whole the introduction 
of the clause has not proved to be of any tangible advantage to 
trustees, and 1t has considerably increased the difficulty of con- 
struing the section. 
The operation of the section, then, really depends on clause (4), 
under which, in an action to recover money or other property to 
which no existing Statute of Limitation applies, the trustee is 
entitled to plead the statute as if the claim had been made against 
him in an action of debt for money had and received; that is, 
the action is barred by virtue of the Limitation Act, 1623, 
at the end of six years from the accrual of the cause of action. 
The exception of actions which are subject to an existing Statute 
of Limitations is chiefly important in claims to legacies. With 
regard to these, there is the express bar of twelve years imposed 
by section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874; butso 
soon as a sum of money has, in pursuance of the trusts of the 
will, been set apart so as to be vested in trustees, then it ceases 
to be subject to this limitation, and in respect of any subsequent 
breach of trust section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, is applicable. 
This distinction was taken in Re Swain (1891, 3 Ch. 233), and it 
is illustrated also by the recent case Re Timmis (50 W. R. 164). 

In Re Swain Romer, J., is reported to have said that time 
ran against an action for breach of trust from the time when the 
loss occasioned by the breach of trust occurred. But it may 
be doubted whether this was correct, and in Thorne v. Heard 
(1894, 1 Ch., p. 605) Lixpiey, J., observed, “In the case of a 
breach of trust, a cause of action founded upon it accrues to the 
cestus que trust upon the commission of the breach of trust,” 
although at the same time he referred to Re Swain. It is thus 
the breach, and not the consequent loss, which furnishes the 
cause of action, though of course in a case of concealed fraud 
the usual rule would apply, even apart from the express 
exception of fraudulent breaches of trust in section 8, and the 
statute would only run from the discovery of the fraud. 

Since the six years’ limit now prevails with regard to actions 
founded on breach of trust, a like limit will be imposed upon 
any account which is directed against the trustee. But this 
does not mean that the earlier accounts cannot be required for 
any purpose whatever. The distinction to be observed in such 
cases was pointed out by Linpiry, L.J., in How v. Earl Winterton 
(45 W. R. 103; 1896, 2 Ch., p. 640). It has to be ascertained 


REVIEWS. 
FACTORIES AND WORKSHOPS. 


Tug Law RELATING TO Facrortgs AnD WorksHops (THE Factory 
AND WorksHoP Act, 1901), WITH APPENDIX CONTAINING THE 
SpeciAL Rutes UNDER THE Factory Acts. 1891 AND 1895, THE 
Truck AcTs, 1831-1896, THE SHorp Hours Acts, 1892-1895, wirn 
Nores, &c. By Evans Austin, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, 
Seconp EpiTion. Knight & Co. 


This is a well-written, well-printed commentary on the new Act 
consolidating and repealing the previous legislation as to factories 
and workshops. The author carefully points out in his notes how 
far each section is a reproduction, and how far it is an amendment, 
of the repealed enactment on the same subject, and the notes are in 
other respects usefal in the elucidation of the Act. The notes on the 
Truck Acts, in which Mr. Austin has been assisted by Mr. Valentine 
Ball, are also accurate and serviceable, and the cases have been 
brought well up to date. Many of the recent decisions given on 
appeals under the Workmen’s Compensation Act are referred to 
re om they deal with the definitions in the Factory Acts), and the 
text of the former Act is given in an appendix. 





RAILWAY AND CANAL TRAFFIC. 


Tue Law RELATING TO TRAFFIC ON RAILWAYS AND CANALS, By 
EDWARD BoyLg, one of His Majesty’s Counsel, and THomas 
Wacuorn, Barrister-at-Law. In THREE VOLUMES. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


This 1s an important work and is more complete in itself than any 
book dealing with the subject with which we are acquainted. The 
general index which is contained in the third volume hardly does 
justice to the rest of the work ; it is not sufficiently full to enable the 
reader easily to ascertain at what pages he will find information on a 
particular subject; his search in the index will often have to be 
supplemented by reference to the excellent table of ccntents at the 
beginning of the first volume, and he will often be assisted b. 

headings and side-notes to the pages. The information when foun 

is, as a rule, full and satisfactory, and the reader will have before 
him not only the authors’ views, but the statutes and cases on which 
those views are based or on which they form acommentary. The 
completeness of the work will but be demonstrated by a reference to 
its plan. Volume I. contains a commentary on the statutes 
and cases arranged under sppropriate heads of subjects, and 
some useful forms of pleadings in the Railway and Canal 
Commission Court are appended; here the law relating to 
railway and canal traffic is exhaustively considered ; railway rates, 
carriers’ liability, equality of treatment, powers as to bye-laws and 
kindred subjects gil find their proper place. In Volume II. the 
statutes aud stafutory rules and regulations are set out in full. 
Volume II. contains a summary of decided cases (references being 
added to the full reports of them where existing). There are, of 
course, numerous references to this volume from the others, but a 
little more might usefully have been done in the direction of cross- 
references between the volumes. The Light Railways Act, 1896, is 
not dealt with, but traffic on light railways is for the most part 
regulated by the general railway Acts which are applied to light 
railwaye, and are the main subject of this book. Purchase of lands 
and compensation are, of course, outside the scope of the work, and 


what the defendant had in hand at the commencement of the | must not be looked for therein, nor is the subject of negligence fully 


six years, and for this purpose reference to the earlier accounts | treated. 


may be necessary. ‘‘It is,” said Lord Linpizy, “a mere 
eg of fact to be ascertained by evidence, and in particular 
y the examination of the defendant on oath, and the 


production of his earlier accounts, which, of course, are evidence the Selden Society by J. M. Riac. 


inst him.” But to carry the account itself further back is 


against 
bo baa ~ 
quite another matter. That involves the disallowance of every E T Gian, 11.A., B.C.L., Davcister-et- 


peyment which the defendant cannot now prove that he is 
entitled to have allowed as against the plaintiff.” Such an 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Select Pleas, Starrs, and other Records, from the 


Selden Society. aoe © 
‘or 


Rolls of the Exchequer of the Jews, A.D. 1220-1284. 
Bernard Quaritch. 


The Need and Practicability of Licensing Reform. By FREDERICK 
w. J.8. Phillips. 


A Manual for Solicitors, Public Analysts, 


Food and Drugs. 
a Consolidation of the Sale 


: tors, Traders, and others; bei 
account would be necessary to determine. what the trustee ought 4 aud Drugs Act, 1875; Sale of Food and Drugs Act Amend- 


to have had ; it is not necessary to determine what he actually 
had at the beginning of the six years ; and it is what he actually 


ment Act, 1879; Mar, 


ine Act, 1887; Sale of Food and D Act, 


1899. By CHarLes JAMES HiIGGINSON, Barrister-at-Law. econd 


had that is required to be known to give a starting-point for the | Radition, Revised and Enlarged. Effingham Wilson. 


six years’ account. The form of account taken in How v. Earl 


The Factory Acts. By the late ALEXANDER REDGRAVE, O.B., 


Winterton is given in a note to Re Davies (1898, 2 Oh., p. 144), | her late Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Factories &c. Eighth Edition. 


where an account in similar form was directed. 
(To be continued.) 








By H. 8. Scrivengzr, M.A, (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law, and C. F. 
Luoyp, Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & 


; Butterworth & Co, 


A Bar-Lamb’s Ballad Book. By Evziyn UNDERHILL, Kegan 


It is announced that the hearing of appeals from the Railway and Canal Paul, Trench, Triibner, & Co. (Limited), 


Commission will be begun in the Court of Appeal on Tuesday, the 11th of 
February next; and that these appeals, which have hitherto been taken 


im the order in which they have been set down, will now be formed into one 








It is stated that Mr. Hemming, K.C., one of the official referees of the 





group and taken continuously. 


Supreme Oourt, will shortly resign his appointment. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re SCHMARR. Nv. 2. 28rd Jan. 


Practice—Costs—Monzy Pam ito Court unpsr Lanps Oxavses Con- 
sOLIDATION Act, 1845—Dzravu_t or Venpor—Costs or Payment Ovt— 
Lanps O.auszs Consoirpation Act, 1845, ss. 76 anp 80 —Surreme Court 
oF JupicaTuRE Act, 1890, s. 5. 


This was an appeal by the London County Council against an order 
made by Byrne, J., that they should pay the costs of the petitioner in, and 
the respondents to, a petition for the payment out of court of a sum of 
£1,000, which had been assessed as the com) for some houses in 
Bozier’s-court, Tottenham-court-road, w: belonged to Heinrich 
Schmarr, and were required by the London Oounty Oouncil for 
improvements under their statutory powers. The 
into court under the provisions of section 76 of the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, by reason of the wilful neglect 
of Schmarr to make out a title to the property. The ition 
was presented by an incumbrancer of Schmarr, and other persons 
claiming to be incumbrancers were made respondents. Section 80 of the 
Lands Olauses Act provides: ‘In all cases of moneys deposited in the 
bank under the provisions of this or the special Act or an Act incorporated 
therewith, except where such moneys shall have been so deposited b: 
reason of the wilful refusal of any party entitled thereto to receive the 
same, or to convey or release the lands in whereof the same shall 
be payable, or by reason of the wilful an ne of any party to make outa 
good title to the land required it shall be lawful for the court to order the 
costs of the following matters . . . to a by the promoters of 
the undertaking (inter alia) the costs of obtain - - . the orders 
é a on S ee Ss 3 eS e per of such 
moneys. . . and of all proceedings relating thereto.’’ By section 5 of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1890, ‘‘ Subject to the Supreme Court 
of Judicature Acts,and the rules of court made thereunder, and to the 
express provisions of any statute, whether passed before or after the 
commencement of this Act, the costs of and incident to all proceedings in 
the Supreme Oourt, including the adminstration of estates and trusts, shall 
be in the discretion of the court or judge, and the court or judge shall 
have full 5 er to determine by whom and to what extent such costs are 
to be paid.’”” The London County Council appealed. 

THE 9 (Vavcnan Wriuiams, Streiinc, and Cozans-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
e ap 

Vavenan Witiams, L.J.—It cannot be uted that these costs are in 
the discretion of the court under section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890, 
unless they are covered by the words ‘“‘Subject . . . to the express 
— of any statute.” It has been argued that the effect of section 

of the Lands Olauses Consolidation Act, 1845, is to provide that costs 
5 ee eee I do not that section 80 
does anything of the sort. Itis true under that section costs are only 
given in cases other than those excepted. But then comes an Act which 
places the excepted costs in the discretion of the court. We have no 
power to interfere with the discretion of Byrne, J., and if we had I see no 
reason why we should exercise it. . 

Srreiine, L.J.—Assuming that the court has no power to order payment 
of these costs under section 80 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, I come to section 5 of the Act of 1890. It has been held 
in Re Fisher (42 W. BR. 241; 1894, 1 Oh. 450) that under this section 
the court has discretion to give costs in cases under the old 
statutes, which made no pro for the payment of costs. Now 
it is admitted that there is no express provision in the Lands 
Clauses Oonsolidation Act which deals with this matter, but it is 
contended that section 80 prohibits the court from costs in a case 
like the present. I fail to see that this is so. I think that all that was 
done by section 80 was to abstain from con! 
this sort. But that does not amount to a 


hardship if the court had no jurisdiction. Though the vendor has been in 
default there has been no defa 
The money has been paid into court 

petition. the court had no jurisdiction presen 

seems to me there would be a defic in the authority of the court, and 
I think section 5 was meant to provide for thie deficiency. I think Byrne, 
J., had adiscretion in this case, and that we have no jurisdiction to inter- 


fere with it. 
Oozens-Harpy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounszEL, 
ward Ford; Sills, BSouscrrors, W. A. 


5 
» 
i 
g 


F. Thompson ; Sheldon ; Combe ; 
Blazland ; Stileman § Neale. 


[Reported by J, L. Srimtinc, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
HUNT v. LUCK. No. 2. 23rd Jan. 


Venvor AND Purcuassr—Notice—Tenant—Norice or Lzssor’s Trruz— 
Oonverancrye Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 39), ». 3. 

This was an a from a decision of Farwell, J. 49 W. RB. 
155 ; 1901, 1 Oh. 45).. The plaintiff claimed that two : purporting to 
be executed by her late husband, might be declared to be null and void, or set 
aside and cancelled on the ground that the were 
in the alternative, that at the date of the execution of ee date 


husband through mental infirmity, totally incapable of 
perp did a0 walenent what he was oinge 7 
execu such " s husband, Dr. Alfred 
the year 1894, was in th, ~ pg 


money was paid | %, 





Mercer Gilbert, house and estate t. Dr. Hunt 

on the 10th of J 1898, and ae edminintration han Bad 
annexed were granted to the plain Lagoa | . . 
Gilbert died on the 6th of September, 1898, ha by will Ce 
the defendant, Miss Luck, his executrix, and 
and devisee. The defendants Sayer, Slater, and Hodgson 
a deed dated the 31st of March, 1896, and purpurtivg to be 
between Dr. Hunt “sa he portion of Fe tocmreede A. 
Wimbledon belongin . Hun el mag 
of gift to Gilbert’ that by a deed dated 10th of October, 1896, and 
purporting to be made be%ween the same the whole of the cottage 
rcperty was expressed to be conveyed to bert in consideration of the sum 
of £12,000, and that by a subsequent deed Gilbert part of the pro- 

to the defendants 8 and Slater to secure the sum of £3,750, and by 
ae beg met the remainder to the defendant Hodgson to secure 
the sum of £2,250. While ting the m the defendants 
employed a valuer named Woodhams to value the . While 
doing so it was that he inquired of the tenants to whom they paid 
their rents, and was told that it was to Woodrow, who was a house agent 
at Wimbledon, and did as a fact collect the rents for Dr. Hunt. Wood- 


e 
bs 


Y | hams did not see Woodrow, nor inquire on whose behalf he collected the 


rents. The plaintiff claimed that the mortgagees had constructivenotice of 
the title of Dr. Hunt, as their valaer knew that the rents were 
Gilbert but to Woodrow, and if he had inquired he would 
that Woodrow paid them to Dr. Hunt. Farwell, J., held that the 
defendants did not have constructive notice of Dr. Hunt's title. The 
plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covar (Vavonan Wriuiams, Srieiine, and Cozens-Hanpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the a , 

VauGcHan Wess L.J.—I think the judgment of Farwell, J., is right. 
The learned judge dealt with the case inde tly of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1882, and dealt with it under the law as established by decisions 
before that Act. In my opinion, the effect of those decisions is correctly 
stated by him thus: ‘‘ A tenant’s occupation is notice of all that tenant's 
rights, butnot of his lessor’s title or rights ; (2) actual knowledge that the rents 
are paid by the fenant to some whose t si 
the title of the vendor is no of that person’s rigate. 

esent case it is not ted that the mortgagees had 
Eoowts that the rents of were to some person whose 
receipt of them is inconsistent the title of the mortgagor. Therefore 
we have to go back to the first of these rules. That rule means that if a 
purchaser or mortgagor has notice that a vendor or mortgagee is not in 
possesion of the property, he must make inquiries of the tenant who is in 
possession and find out what the tenant’s rights are, and it he does not 
choose todoso, whatever title he gets will be — to theright of the tenant. 
I need only aliude to Mumford v. Stohwasser (23 W. B. 833, L. B. 18 Eq. 
556). I agree with , J., that the passage in the judgment in this 
case which seems to favour the idea that notice of a tenancy is notice of 
the title of the tenant’s leseor was really a slip of memory on the 

of Sir George Jessel. It is impossible to accept the proposition 
fnid down i without being prepared to disregard all the other 
authorities, including Bernharé v. Greenshields (9 rem O. 18), which was a 
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Sriaiinec and Cozaens-Haagpy ., concurred—CovnssL, Upjohn, K.O., 
and W. F. Webster ; Hughes, K.C., Rufus Isaacs K C., and Church. Soxicrrors, 
Henry H. Fanshawe ; Leslie ¢ Hardy, tor Sayer ¢ Colt, Hastings. 

(Reported by J. I. Srintixe, Esq, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re JOHN GRIFFITHS CYCLE CORPORATION (LIM.). DUNLOP PHEU- 
MATIC TYRE CO. (LIM.) v. JOHN G@ CORPORATION 
(LIM.). No, 2. Jan. 

Pracrice—Oosts —Ruczrvern—Arrgat Paosscurap sy Recetver—Secvairy 
ron Oosts—Paymeat Ovr or Sxcurnrry on Svocess or APrRraL 
to Recerver—Dzcrston or Covrr or ArrzaL Revarsep wy Hovss or 
Lorps—RerayMent or Oosts, 


This was an from an order of Joyce, J. On the 19th of March, 
oe John Corporation commenced an action against 


Co. for breach of contract. In June, 1898, age 


eg 
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se TL aby te eras 


230 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Feb. 1, 1902. 





z 





ration for security for costs of the appeal, and £100 was 
paid into court by the receiver as security. Subsequently Humber 
& C». applied to the Oourt of Appeal that the receivers as the 
piaintiffs in the debenture-holders’ action might be added as 
parties. The Court of Appeal refused this application, but ordered 
the security for costs to be increased by £100, and this sum was 
paid into court by the receiver, making £200in all. In July, 1899, the 
appeal was heard, and was allowed with costs, and the £200 paid into court 
as security was ordered to be paid out to the receiver. Humber & Co. 
appealed to the House of Lords, when the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
was reversed, and the judgment of Phillimore, J., restored. The Cycle 
Corporation was orderei to pay the costs of the proceedings in the Court 
of App-al and io the House of Lords. Humber & Co., who held debentures 
in the Cycle Corporation, and had liberty to attend the proceeding, took out 
a summons in the present action asking that the receiver might be ordered 
to pay the costs recoverable by them under the order of the House of 
Lords, or, in the al'ernative, to pay to them the £200 paid out to him under 
the order of the Court of Appeal. Joyce, J., dismissed the summons. 
Humber & Co. appealed, but upon the appeal they limited their application 
to the repayment of the £200. 

Tue ee (Vaveaan WituiaMs, Sririinc, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismiseed the appeal. 

Vacouan Wiitrams, L.J., said that in bis opinion the court had no 
jurisdiction to make the order asked for, and even assuming that the court 
nad jurisdiction, it was doubtful whether the court ought to exercise 1¢ in 
the present ins‘ance. 

Stiatinc and Cozens-Harvy, L.JJ , concurred.—Counset, Hamilton, 
K.C., and Tindsl Robertson; R J. Parker. Soutcrrons, Wilson, Bristows, $ 
Carpmael ; John B. & F. Purchase. 


[Reported by J. I. Stiatinc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re OSBORNE & BRIGHT’S (LIM.). Kekewich, J. 17th Jan. 


Vewpor AND Prrcuasen—Setritep Lanp—Powegrs Unper Setriep Lanp 
Acts—Conriict —Serritep Lanp Acts, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 38), s. 56; 
1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 18), 5. 6 


Adjourned summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. The 
question raised by the summons was whether the vendors of a portion of 
eettied property, who were selling under a power of eale in the settlement, 
were bound in conse«juence of section 56 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, to 
am | consent, and whose consent was required The settlement was 

by the will of a testator who died in 1836, and devised all hie 
estate to trustees upon trust to stand possessed thereof as to 
fifth part for each of his four daughters, and as to the other fifth part 
the children of a deceased daughter. The share of each daughter 
to be held in trust for her for life for her separate use without 
wer of anticipation, and after her decease as she should by deed or will 
t, with a gift over in default of app»intmont which was void under 
rule against perpetuities. Some of the shares had become absolutely 
vested in consequence of the exercise of the power of appointment, but 
others were still settled. The purchasers objected that in consequence of 
section 56 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, the consent of all the persons 
who were tenants for life of shares or persons having the powers of tenants 
for life was necessary before the power of sale could be exarcised by 
the trustees, because these s had a power of sale under the Act, 
and therefore a case of conflict within the meaning of the rection had 
arisen: Re Pocock & Prankerd's Contrast (44 W. R. 247; 1896, 1 
302), Earl of Lonsdale v. Lowther (1900, 2 Ch. 607). For 
vendors it was argued that the case did not fall within the 
Land Act, 1852, at all, because there was no one in the 
of tenant for life of one of the shares; and if it did, 
the consent of one of the persons who together made up the tenant for life 
was tufficient, by section 6 (2) of the Settled Land Act, 1881. There was 
no conflict between the powers of the trustees to sell the entirety and the 
statutory power of each tenant for life to sell her own share. The pur- 
chasers replied that, though there were tenants for life each of whom had 
the powers of a tenant for life of her own share, yet they did not together 
constitute ‘’ the tenant for life”’ as referred to in the Settled Land Acts, 
and therefore the consent of all must be obtained. 

Krxrwicu, J.—By this will property is given to trustees upon trust to 
divide it into five shares and those shares are settled in a manner of which 
it is only necessary to notice that there is a tenant for life in possession 
with an absolute power of a. The trustees have an absolute 

power of sale, which they propose to exercise. The question is 
whether, if they exercice it, the consent of the tenants for life is required. 
It hes seemed good to the Legislature when introducing the code 
which is called the Settled Land Act, to provide by section 56 that “in 
case of a conflict between the provisions of a settlement and the provisions 
of this Act relative to any matter in respect whereof the tenant for life 
Seas tends to a under this Act, the 
provisions shall prevail ; accordingly notwithstanding 
ee ne Se cnet the tenant for life shall, by 
virtue of this Act, be necessary to the exercise by the trustees of the 

any 


for in th's Act. If, therefore, the 
selling property settled upon one of the tenants for life 
the consent of that tenant for life 
very strangely worded ; sub-sections 2 


is 
seth pad dinn RYE nee is entitled to 
exetcies powers given by the Act to « tenant for life without his consent, 
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The argument of the vendors is that there is no conflict here, because the 
power of the trustees is to sell the entirety, while the powers given toa 
tenant for life by the Act are only to sell his own share. This is clearly 
not well founded ; a tenant for life can sell her own share if she pleases, 
because she is perfectly competent to alienate, and therefore if the trustees 
sell they will deprive her of the powertodoso. Oonsequently there is 
such a conflict asis referred to in the Act, and consent is required. By 
the Act of 1884, s. 6, the consent of only one person is required where 
several persons make up ‘‘the tenant for life,’’ but here there is nota 
tenant for life made up of several persons, but several tenants for life each 
with an undivided share, and pore age | I declare that the power of sale 
in the settlement is not exercisable without the consent of every person 
beneficially entitled who is tenant for life or entitled to exercise the 
powers of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts.—Oovunsz1, 
J.T. Prior; E. P. Hewitt. Sourcrrons, Vallance § Vallance, for Herd § 
Nutt, Birmingham ; Sandars ¢ Harding, for J. C. Fowke § Son, Birmingham. 


[Reported by J. F. Iszxix, Esq, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE LEAS HOTEL CO. (LIM). SALTER ». THE LEAS 
HOTEL CO. (LIM.). Kekewich, J. 11th and 17th Jan. 


DesentuRE—Power or Court to Appoint ManaGER—UNDERTAKING OF 
Company. 


Motion by the plaintiff in a debenture-holders’ action against the 
company for the appointment of a receiver and manager of the property 
and undertaking the company, which carried on the Leas Hotel at 
Folkestone. The debentures in terms charged “all the lands, buildings, 
property, stock-in-trade, furniture, chattels, and effects whatsoever present 
and future.”” The question raised was whether the court could appoint a 
manager, in the absence of any reference to the goodwill or business of 
the company. For the gone it was argued that the charge of all the 
property and effects of the company would include the goodwill so as to 
entitle the debenture-holder to the appointment of a manager of the 
property. In support of the argument reference was made to Peek v. 
Trinsmaran Iron Co. (24 W. R. 361, 2 Ch. D. 115), Makins v. Perey Ibotson § 
Sons (39 W. R. 73; 1891, 1 Oh 133), Whitley v. Challis (40 W. R. 291; 
1892, 1 Ch. 64), County of Gloucester Bank v. Rudry Merthyr Steam and 
House Coal Co. (48 W. R. 486; 1895, 1 Ch. 629), Jennings v. Jennings (46 
W. B. 544; 1898, 1 Oh. 378), and Re David and Matthews (47 W. KR. 313; 
1899, 1 Ob. 378). The company did not oppose the application. 

Kexewicu, J.—On the whole I think I have jurisdiction to appoint 
a@ manager. The question is whether the goodwill of the business is 
charged by these debentures The test in all these cases is whether 
in the event of the realization of the security the business or good- 
will can be sold by the order of the court; a other words, whether 
the plaintiff, under the order of the court, can make a good title to 
a purchaser. That depends on the question whether the goodwill is 
comprised, either expressly or by implication, in the debenture. That 
was pointed out by the Lords Justices in the case of Whitley v. Challis, 
and it has been pointed out by myself in several cases. The duty of 
a manager is only to manage for the purposes of realization, but, not- 
withstanding that, I frequently have before me applications that the 
manager should go on managing for the purpose of making a profit. I always 
insist on realization at the earliest convenient moment < upon management 
only tothatend. Whitley v. Challis wasa peculiar case. There the charge was 
of a building agreement and all the premises comprised therein and the 
hotel or buildings to be thereafter erected. No other words were added 
which could be construed as passing the business carried on in the hotel 
and buildings, and because the business of the hotel could not be sold by 
the mortgagee under his security, the Court of Appeal refused to appoint a 
manager. I have, on the other hand, two cases: Jennings v. Jennings, 
before Stirling, J., and Re David and Matthews, before Romer, J. In 
Jennings v. Jennings the learned judge had to consider whether 
the goodwill was included in the words ‘‘ assets of the partner- 
ship,”’ and he held that it was, and the und of his decision was 
that the goodwill might in some sense treated as property. In 
Re David and Matthews, which was aleo a partnership case, the learned judge 
had different words to construe. They were ‘effects and securities,” 
and the learned judge, following Jennings v. Jennings, thought that those 
words were sufficient to cover the goodwill. [ have here to con- 
sider the words “all property and effects whatsoever.” If, as 
regards a partnership, the words *‘ partnership assets’’ covers goodwill, 
and the word ‘‘effects’’ covers goodwill, I think that ‘ property’’ 
must also cover goodwill. Then, is there any distinction between a 

ip case and a company case for this purpose? I know of none. 
A company is simply a partnership on special terms authorized by the 
Legislature. I therefore think that I shall be safe in holding that the 
oodwill under this debenture, and I grant the application accord- 
ngly. unseL, P. F. 8S. Stokes; Hon. Frank Russell. Soxuscrrons, Dod, 
Longstaffe, Son, & Fenwick; F. G. Lewis. 
[ Reported by J. ¥. Isuxin, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re MARE’S SETTLEMENT. MARE», HOWEY. Kekewich,J. 15th Jan, 


Maxewce Serrtement—Consravcrion—Uttrimats Trust von Next-or- 
Kix oy Wive—“ Wirnovr Havino Basen Manuiev.” 


Adjourned summons. By a marriage settlement certain property was 
settled upon usual truste for the benefit of tse husband and wife and the 
chi’dren of the marriage, with remainder as to one moicty, in the event 
which ha hag the wife dying in the husband's lifetime, upon trust 

the hus lor life or until he should assign or incumber hie interest, 





and after the determination of his interest upon such trusts as the wife 
should by will or codicil appoint, and in default of appointment ‘ oy trust 
sor such person or persons as under or by virtue of € 


e statute for the distri- 
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bution ofintestates’ estates should or would have beenentitled to her personal 
estate in cave she had died intestate without having been married, and if 
more than one of them, in the same manner as they would be entitled to 
such personal estate under such statute.’’ The wife died intestate in 1848 
The only child of the marriage died in 1864, an infant, without having been 
married. The husband’s interest terminated by his death in 1898. The 


_— raised by the summons was whether the infant was entitled to | p 


e above-mentioned moiety of the settled property or whether it passed 
to those who would have been the wife’s next-of-kin if she had never been 
married. It was stated that the authorities on the subject were in 
avery tangled state. For the husband’s execatrix it was argued that 
the expression ‘next-of-kin’’ in a marriage settlement ought never 
to be construed so as to exclude a child of the for whom it 
was one of the objects of the settlement to provide: Stoddart v. Savile 
42 W. R. 361; 1894, 1 Ch. 480), Re <Arden’s Settlement (35 Soxtcrrors’ 
ovRNAL 70; 1890, W. N. 204), Re Forbes (1899, W. N. 6), Re Ball's 
Trusts (27 W. R. 409, 11 Oh. D. 220). The fact that the father would 
succeed as the next-of-kin could make no difference, as was shewn by 
Pratt v. Mathew (2 B. 328, affirmed 4 W. R. 772), and the fact that 
there was or was not another provision for the children must be immaterial. 
For those who would have been the wife’s next-of-kin if she had never 
been married reference was made to Upton v. Brown (28 W.R. 38, 12 Ch. D. 
872), Emmins v. Bradford (28 W. RB. 531,13 Oh. D. 493), and Re Dean’s 
Trusts (1900, 1 Ir. R. 341). The classes must be ascertained at the death of 
the husband and not of the wife, and therefore the son was excluded. 

Kexewicu, J.—In this case counsel have been ploughing the sand; the 
question they have argued does not arise at all. The case is really concluded 
by Wilson v. Atkinson (4 De G. J. & 8. 455), to which no counsel has 
referred. The words used in the settlement in that case were almost the 
same as those in the settlement before me. The decision was that the 
child surviving the wife took, the only object of the words used being to 
exclude the husband. There was a special agreement, which I have seen, and 
which is unusual, because the lady had an illegitimate child, and Turner, 
L.J., took pains to explain that thet child took because it was declared 
that she should be in the same position as a lawful child. The declaration 
was useful as shewing that she took asa child, and not to explain the 
construction of the settlement. I do not think the case can be dis- 
tinguished. That being so, my duty is clear. It is a decision of the 
Court of Appeal nearly forty years old, and I must follow it, and decide 
that the moiety in dispute went to the child as next-of-kin of his mother. 
—CounseL, Manby; John Gent; Hon. F. Russell; 8. B. L. Drwee. 
Souicrrors, Wedlake, Letts, 4 Wedlake, for Marshall § Ashwell, Stoke-upon- 
Trent ; Crossman § Prichard; Woodcock, Ryland, §& Parker. 

[Reported by J. F. Iszirx, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re W. KEY & SON (LIM.). Byrne, J. 17th and 22nd Jan. 


Company—ReaGister oy Memsens—Transmission TO TrusTge In Bank- 
RUPTCY—Lizn or CompaNy upon SHares—Nore as To Lien Upon 
Recister -Form or Ozrtiricate—Companias Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. 
c. 89), Taste A, Articie 13. 


Motion. This was a motion under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, 
for the rectification of the register of members of the above company by 
entering the name of A. E. ton in respect of 4,000 ordinary shares 
in the place of T. H. Norris, in whose name they were standing. Norris 
had become bankrupt in January, 1901, and Preston was his trustee in 
bankruptcy. Norris was alleged to have been indebied at the time of his 
bankruptcy to the company for certain sums of money. The articles 
of association provided that the company should have a lien upon 
all the shares in the name of each member for his debts and 
liabilities to the company, and that the company might decline to register 
any transfer of shares upon which they had a lien he articles, however, 
did not deal with the transmission of shares otherwise than by transfer. 
Preston had applied to be registered in respect of the 4,000 shares ; but the 
ere oa claimed the right to enter upon the register a note or memo- 
randum of their claim to a lien upon the shares for the debts and 
liabilities of Norris to the com , and they had in fact placed the 
applicant a the register with such a memorandum efter the notice of 
motion, They also proposed to put a similar note at the foot of the 
certificate granted for these shares, which otherwise was in the ordinary 
form. Preston refused to accept such a certificate, contending he was 
entitled to have the register and certificate without any such memorandum 
upon them; and this motion was made on his behalf. Previously the 
company had brought an action against Preston to establish their lien for 
the sums above mentioned. Preston denied that such sums were due, and 
resisted the action. 

Byanz, J.—The application is made for rectification of the . 
but I do not think that it will be disputed that the certificate ought to be 
in accordance with the register. There is no special article of association 
with reference to the transmission of shares, so we are thrown upon Table 
A. I think that primarily the right of a person taking by transmission is 
to be entered upon the register in the same way as his predecessor in title 
was entered, and to have his certificate in the same form as his predecessor 
had. With regard to the register the came to this—that the 
company may put anything on it which is not absolutely miechievous to 
the shareholder, and which is put on in good faith. There is nothing 
the act to prohibit their using the register for memoranda, but in this case, 
if they may put this memorandum upon it, I do not see how their claim 
to put it upon the certifloate can be resisted, as tne certificate ought to 
correspond with the register. It is » that the memorandum 
ought to be allowed to be put on the , because new directors or a 
new secretary might forget about the accrued lien. The same t 
would have applied when the bankrupt was the register. 
ground which could be suggested for the certifloate being 
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sum of money. 
they could ba under any such liability. the 

laced in a worse peeitien tan he Ceeaaee ‘ne certificste is evidence 

. If there were any prob . Ss es - 
fal dealing on the part of the app it with shares when he got 
certificates, the company migbt apply by injunction in the pending action 
to restrain him. It may turn out that the company have no liea at all 
upon the shares, and yet if this memorandum is allowed, would 
have a certificate saying 
might refuse to gran 
ps med It seems to me that the co 
certificate a memorandum which will mal 
was subject to some special right which interferes with the legal 
peg ceed apes mage ty gaddanternpg ery out — sae 
to the specific of the com to a lien, and I intimate 
to me that the form of the must follow the form of the register. 
—OounseL, Levett, K.C, and Frank Evans; Norton, K.C., and Muir 
Mackenzie. Soxicrrons, Ward, Perks, §¢ McKay; W. H. Court, for Albin, 
Hunt, § Fourmy, Chesham and Berkhamsted. 
[Reported by Nsvittz Tassvurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


PEPPERELL v. HIRD. Byrne, J. 25th Jan. 


Pracrice—Summons ror Dragcrions—Inrertocurory Ornper ro Dismiss 
Acrion—R.8.0. XXX. 2, 5. 


plaintiff delivered an amended statement of claim within fourteen daye— 
the ground being that the statement of claim disclosed no cause of action 
and was frivolous. On the 19th of December an amended statement of claim 


disclosed no cause of action, and was frivolous. Tne plaintiff did not 
on the hearing of the Un his moving to eet. aside the 
Byarnz, J., neld, on tne authority of Horton v. Bosson (80 L.. T. 435), 

as the order was made in an interlocu under rule 2 
order 30, there was jurisdiction to make an order under the summons 
for direction, after two daye’ notice under ord. 30, r. 5.—Counsat, Clayton. 
Soxicrrors, Stanley Evans ¢ Co. Plaintiff appeared in person. 

[Reported by J, Anruvur Puics, Beq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


THE AMERICAN STEEL AND WIRE CO. v. GLOVER & CO. (LIM.). 
Farwell, J. 28th Jan. 


Practice— Parent—Action ror [nrrincement—OCsaeriricats as TO Particus 
LARS OF Unsections—Costs—Parents, Dasiens, anp Trape-Marxs Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), 8. 29, suB-secrion 6. 


ale wee en aniline 0 eS ae Particulars of 
objections were delivered in the course. Upon the action 

on for trial, the plaintiffs offered no evidence and applied to have the action 
dismiseed. The defendants then applied for a certificate under section 29, 


sub-section 6, of the and Trade- Marks Act, 1883, that 


the costs ht be allowed. 
bse 3 Rh. ie ceemen and. Showing Note 
of de : v. 
M3 W. B. 266), dismissed i unset, 4. J. Walter; 
Terrell, K.O., Frost. Soutcrrors, Sutton, , ¢ Rendali ; 


| Reported by J. F. Cams, Baq , Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re TRENCHARD. TRENCHARD ». TRENCHARD. Buckley, J. 
Sth and 9tn Nov.; 2let Jan, 


Serritey Lano—Eaurrasis Tanant ror Lire or Hovss Oonprrtoxat ox 

Resrpsnce—Limurration or Powanr or Saiz or Tananr ror Lirs—Receass 

py Tsnant ror Livs or Lire [yranest—Foarratrcena—Powsr or Taveress 

to OComrromiss—Saerruzp Lanp Act, 1883, s. 51—Tavsres Act, 

1893, s. 21. 

- hes will, dated the 20th of November, 1897, a testator (clause 3) gave 
wife the use of his residence ‘‘ Woodville, 


[ 
; 
: 


widow, and to lease his freehold and leasehold estates. The persone 
entitled to his residuary estate were his children, the shares of some of 
whom were settled; some of the persons entitied uader the settlements 
were infants. By an order in a pm nd ple me | Ward ¥. 
Trenchard, 16 Times L. RB. J. that the widow wasa 
tenant for life under the sae Ae, wal Ot, Ye eee 
of her power of sale, she would not lose the given 
her by the will, In consequence of disputes between the 
Wilew end the trustee on Snes Se ae ee ee 
widow and such of the other as Were owt perts, under which the 
widow was to release to the trustees her beneficial imterest in the house 
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an annuity of £275 payable during widowhood. The present summons was 
taken out by the widow to obtain the sanction of the court for this arrange- 
ment. The arguments are sufficiently indicated in the judgment. 
Bucxuey, J., after stating the facts, continued: The applicant in this 
care has argued that the provision as to residence contained in this gift is, 
by section 51 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, to ba deemed void, and that 
she is entitled during widowhood whether she reside or not. In my 
on that is not so. Section 51 does not provide that a provision such 
as thi- shall be void, but that as far as it tends to induce the tenant for life 
not to exercice the power under the Act it shall be void. It is in the words 
** as far as’’ that, in my opinion, the solution of the question lies. Residence 
may cease upon éa'e and consequent delivery of possession to a purchaser, 
or may cease upon cesser of residence irrespective of sale. Complete effect is 
= to section 51 if the provision be deemed to be void in the firat case 
ut not in the recond. I see no reason why there should not consistently 
with the Act exist a valid gift over in the event of ceasing to reside 
po egies Angee not upon a sale. It seems to me that that is the joint 
effect of this will and of the Act. [His lordship then quoted the order of 
Byrne, J., above referred to, and continued:] In other words, she can eell, 
and if she sells she will be entitled as against the proceeds of sale to the 
same annual benefit (which must then be represented by money) as if she 
had not sold. This follows the decisions of Pearson, J.,in Re Paget's 
Settled Estates (30 Ch. D. 161) and of borth, J., in Re Ames (25 Ca. D. 72) 
and Re Smith (1899, 1 Ch. 331). The result of section 51 is that the 
provision as far as it is a fetter upon the power of sale is void, and under 
sub-section 2 of that section a new estate is given to the beneficiary by virtue 
of the statute extending to a like interest in the proceeds of sale. But this 
having been insured the words ‘‘as far as’’ in section 51 are satisfied, and 
if there be a voluntary cesser of residence apart from sale there is no 
reason why the testator’s disposition should not take effect, inasmuch as 
that proviso does not tend to induce the tenant for life not to sell. This 
was the decision of North, J , in Re Haynes (37 Ch. D. 306). It was argued 
that the decision of Romer, J., in Re Eastman’s Settled Estates (1898, Weekly 
Notes, 170, of which the best report is to be found in 43 Soxicrrors’ JouRNaL, 
114) is inconsistent with this view. In my opinion that is not so. The 
form of the summons is stated in the Sortcrrurs’ Journat, it did not go to 
the question of what the rights of the widow would be if she voluntarily 
ceased to reside a) from sale. The question whether the provision for 
the reduction of the annuity was void under scc‘ion 51 was raised in con- 
nection with the question whether the applicant was entitled during widow- 
hood to the income arising from the proceeds of sale. That question, as it 
seems to me, is the only question which the learned judge answered. He 
did not decide that, if she voluntarily ceased to reside, the reduction of the 
annuity would not take effect. In my judgment, therefore, the applicant 
in this case is not entitled to an interest during widowhood discharged 
from the provision as to residence. But if she sells and, therefore, ceases 
to reside, she will by virtue of section 51 be entitled as against the income 
of the proceeds of sale to the same benefits as if she had not sold. Under 
these circumstances the question is whether the trustees can compromise 
her rights in the manner proposed. The attitude of the applicant, as I 
understand it, is this. She says: ‘‘I have a beneficial interest in this 
house, and I propose to keep it by continuing to re:ide there or by 
exercising my right of selling it under the Act, and, therefore, 
having a beneficial interest in the proceeds measured by the benefit 
given me by the will.” Under section 50 she cannot release or 
assign her power of sale, but there is nothing in the Act to pre- 
vent her from making any arrangement for disposing of her beneficial 
interest in the house. The nature of the compromise is this: the pecu- 
niary benefit given to her by clause 3 of the will is at present about £320 
a year, which is measured by the rent of the house in which she is entitled 
to live rent free and the rates, taxes, and other outgoings which the trustees 
are bound to pay. She says: ‘‘I am willing to take in exchange for that 
£275 ayear.”’ Ifthat offer is accepted and she goes out of residence her estate 
ceases, but she has been paid forit by asum payable annually. The sale 
mutt be either good or bad ; if it is good, she loses her power of sale and 
forfeits her interest, but she keeps the purchase-money ; if it is bad, there 
is no forfeiture and she resumes her right of residence and her power of 
eale. She only goes out of residence because she is paid the value of the 
right. It is argued for the trustees that this is an investment of money 
prea to married women ani infants and is a wrong application of 
their funds. That argument seems to me to be fallacious. ‘his is not 
an investment of their funds ; at present they are subject to a payment of 
£320 a year, and in future they will be liable to pay £275. In fact they 
are receiving something ; they are not paying anything ; they pay some- 
thing less than before and to that extent get a benefit. The widow gives 
up something, but she obtains this benefit, that she is no longer obliged to 
reside in a house. The trustees get this benefit, that they are 
relieved from the difficulty in which they might have been placed, that the 
widow might have continued to rside and thus have interfered with the 
building scheme, or might have sold the house under her statutory power and 
yet have retained her interest in the proceeds of sale. It seems to me that 
this is a fair compromise for a)l parties, and I declare that it is within the 
— of the trustees to enter into it, and I sanction it accordingly.— 
UNSEL, Astbury, K.O., and J. Bradford ; Hunt; E. Clayton. Boxscrrors, 
Harston § Bennett; Ward, Perks, ¢ McKay. 


(Beported by H. L. Onuistox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.} 
High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL +. LORD MONTAGU. Phillimore, J. 15th Jan. 


Intaxp Buvenve—Estatre Dury—Tenant ror Lire anv Tenant 1x Tarr— 
Moxtoace ov Serrizy Paorzrty—Vatve or Prorerty Passinc on Deatu 





or Tenant ror Lirg—Depvuction —Finance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. oc, 
30), ss. 1, 2 (1) (4), 7 (7). 


Information by the Attorney-General claiming estate duty from the 
defendant, the tenant for life of the Ditton Park estate, upon the whole 
of the estate without deducting a mw “¢ raised during the life 
tenancy of the defendant’s predecessor. By the will of the Duke of 
Buccleuch and Queensberry the Ditton Park estate was settled upon the 
Duchess of Buccleuch and Queensberry for her life, with remainder to 
the defendant in tail male. On the 28th of May, 1888, the duke being then 
dead, a disentailing deed was executed by the duchess, the defendant, and the 
latter’s eldest son, the estate being resettled upon the duchess for life, with 
remainder to such uses as the defendant and his son should jointly appoint. 
On the 29th of May, 1888, the aforesaid parties to the deed of resettlement 
raised a mortgage on the estate for £27,000, the ordinary personal covenants 
being entered into by the defendsnt and his son only, and by a deed of even 
date the defendant covenanted to protect the life interest of the duchess 
in the oer. In 1895 the duchess died, and the Orown now sought to 
make the defendant, the present tenant for life, liable under the 
Finance Act, 1894, ss. 1, 2 (1) (b), and 7 (7), to pay estate duty 
upon the full value of the propsrty which had been subject to the life 
interest of the duchess. The defendant contended that he was only liable 
to pay estate duty upon the equity of redemption which passed to him 
upon the death of the duchess. 

Puttimore, J., in giving judgm-nt, said be was of opinion that 
judgment ought to be entered for the Crown. The mortgage was created 
solely for the benefit of the defendant, the duchess receiving nothing in 
respect of it. Further, the life estate of the duchess was protected by the 
indemnity given by the defendant. Under those circumstances the estate 
of the duchess while tenant for life in no way suffered by reason of the 
mortgage. The Crown on the death of the duchess claimed estate duty 
upon the whole of the property, but the defendant contended that he was 
only liable to pay duty upon the value of the property which passed to 
him, and that the legal incumbrances upon the estate should be taken into 
consideration. He, the learned judge, was of opinion that the interest 
which passed to the defendant was the full value of the estate, and that no 
deductions ought to be made in respect of the mortgage. Judgment for 
Crown.—Oounsz1, Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., Sir FE. Carson,8.G., and Vaughan 
Hawkins ; Danckwerts, K.C., and J. Austen-Cartmell. Soxicrrors, Solicitor 
of Inland Revenue ; Nicholl, Manisty, § Co. 

[Reported by E. G. Srittwet, Esj., Barrister-at-Law. | 


STEVENSON v. CHILDS AND BROWN. Darling, J. 25th Jan. 


Promissory Nore—Puace or Payment Written Across Face or Notre— 
MemoranpUM—BiLis or Excuanog Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 61), 
s. 87 (3). 

In this case the plaintiff sued the defendant Brown to recover £100, the 
amount of a promissory note made by Childs, and dated the 18h of 
November, 1901, the payment of which had been guaranteed by the defendant 
Mrs. Brown. The defendant Childs had had a writ issued against him, but he 
could not be found. The defendant Brown denied liability. In November, 
1901, Childs required £300 for the purpose of erecting certain buildingson land 
to be leased to him by Brown, and it was arranged that the plaintiff should 
advance the money upon three promissory notes of Ohilds for £100 each, 
payable respectively one, two, and three months after date. As a security 
for the repayment of the money Brown signed a guarantee in the following 
form: ‘‘ If you will discount Mr. G. Childs’s three promissory notes for 
£100 each . . I will, in consideration of your so doing, in the event 
of all or either of the said promissory notes being dishonoured at maturity, 

y you the amount of such dishonoured note or notes, as the case may 

.’’ The promissory notes, with the exception of the date at which they 
became payable, were in the following form: ‘‘ One month after date I 
promise to pay to Mr. H. G. E. Stevenson or order the sum of £100, 
value received.—George Childs,’’ and across the note was written ‘‘ payable 
at the London and Provincial Bank, Walthamstow.—George Childs.”’ 
The note now sued on became payable on the 21st of December and was 
taken for presentment to the bank by a clerk. It appeared that the 
London al Provincial Bank had three branches at Walthamstow and at 
the first branch the clerk went to he was told that Childs had no account 
there ; at the second branch he went to he was told that the note required 
the plaintiff’s endoreement. This was obtained and the clerk finding that 
it was too late to return to the bank went to Childs’s residence, when he 
was told that the latter had gone away. Childs had not since been found 
and the defendant Brown was now sued as a guarantor. Section 87 of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, provides that (1) Where a promissory note 
is in the body of it made payable at a particular place, it must be 

resented for payment at that place in order to render the maker liable. 
fn any other case presentment for payment is not necessary in order to 
render the maker liable. (2) Presentment for payment is necessary in 
order to render the indoreer of a note liable. (3) Where a note is in the 
body of it made payable at a particular Peng ee ge at that place is 
neceseary in order to reader an indorser liable, but when a place of payment 
is indicated by way of memorandum only, ton at that place is 
sufficient to render the indorser liable, but a presentment to the 
maker el:ewhere, if sufficient in other respects, shall also suffice. 

For the plaintiff it was contended that non-payment of a note was a sufficient 


pep epee of it when the name of the particular place at which it was 
to be payable was not expressed in the body of it. The words ‘‘ payable 
at the London and Proviacial Bank, Walthamstow,” did not constitute 
the mention of a particular place in the body of the note, as they were only 
written across the note. Counsel referred to Williams v. Waring (10 
B. & 0. 5 Walton ¥. Mascall (13 M. & W. 452); Masters v. Barretto (19 
L. J. 0. P. 50), For the defendant it was contended that a guarantor 
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could not be sued until the note had been dishonoured. This note had 
not been dishonoured as there had been no presentment at the place 
named for payment. The words written acroes the note were not 8 mere 
memorandum, but formed of the note itself. The following cases 
were referred to: Rowe v. Young (2 Bligh 39); Vander Donckt v. Thelluson 
(80 B. 812); Warrington v. Early (2 E. & B. 763); Exon v. Rvwssell (4 
M. & 8. 505). 
Daruine, J., in giving judgment for the plaintiff, said that the question 
he had to decide was whether the note was made payable at the London 
and Provincial Bank, Walthamstow. The Act of 1882 said that if the 
direction as to where the note was to be paid was in the body of the note, 
it must be presented at that place to render the maker liable. 
accordance with the old cases and the statute, if the words in question 
were written in a corner of the note they would be merely a memorandum, 
and that memorandum was not part of the contract or part of the body of 
the note. The question in the present case was whether it made any 
difference that they were not written in a corner of the note but written 
acrossit. The note would have been a perfectly good one without the words 
written across it. He, the learned judge, came to the conclusion that the 
words written across the note were not in the body of the note, and, that 
being so, section 87 of the Act of 1882 expresely said that presentment was 
not necessary at a particular place unless that particular place was 
mentioned in the body of the note. It was said that by eub-section 3 
of section 87 Mrs. Brown was entitled to be considered an indorser. Even 
if she were an endorser the sub-section would rot.apply to her, because 
the particular place was not mentioned in the body of the note. He, the 
learned judge, did not think, however, that she could be considered as 
indorser, because the statute related to what was on the note itself, and 
not to anything in a separate document. Mra, Brown was not an indorser 
of the note, but had given a guarantee upon which she was sued, and upon 
which she was liable. Judgment for plaintiff.—Counsat, Hammond, 
Chambers, K.C., and Drury ; Cyril Dodd, KO., and Doherty, Soxtcrrors, 

Seal § Edglow ; Andrews § Andrews. 

[Reported by E. G. Srizuwet1, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re HASLAM & HIER-EVANS. Kekewich, J. 15th Jan. 


TAXxATION—SurcHARGE—CoMMISSION—AGREEMENT IN WRITING—SOLICITORS’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44), s. 8. 


Summons by solicitors to review taxation. On the 9th of January, 

1899, the solicitors received the following commission note from the owner 
of a patent: ‘‘ In the event of your introducing to me a purchaser whose 
terms I may accept for the United Kingdom rights of Keats’ Patent Marine 
Engine Governor, I hereby agree to pay you as follows: The sum of £250 
out of a purchase price £3,750, or the sum of £300 out of a purchase price 
£4,000, and an additional £100 for every £1,000 additional purchare price 
beyond £4,000, and pro ratéd for any part of £1,000. I will pay the 
above sums to you upon receiving the cash for eale of the United 
Kingdom rights. This letter is not to be taken as giving any 
option over the same patent rights for the United om.” The 
solicitors in consequence informed their client J. G. Ohlson that the 
invention was for sale, and shewed him the commission note, and he subse- 
quently purchased the invention for the sum of £3,000. The solicitors 
thereupon brought an action against the vendor for a sum on account of 
commission on the sale of the invention and certain reserved royalties, and 
the action was settled by the payment of £210 into court by the vendor, 
which was accepted by the solicitors. Upon the taxation of the solicitors’ 
bill of costs against the executors of Ohlson, the taxing-master held that 
the solicitors were liable to account for the sum of £210 as received by them 
on behalf of Ohlson. The solicitors carried in objections to the allowance 
of this surcharge, which were, however, disallowed by the master, on the 
ground that the case was governed by Tyrrell v. Bank of London (10 W. RB. 
359, 10 H. L. O. 26) and by Copp v. Lynch (26 Soxrcrrors’ JourNa, 348), 
and that by section 8 of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, the 
solicitors were not entitled to obtain the sum in dispute at the expense of 
their client unless they had an agreement in writing to that effect. The 
summons claimed that the surcharge ought to be disallowed. 

Kexewicn, J.—A large number of the summonses to review taxation 
might with advantage not be brought before the court. Judges in general 
have not the education or the experience which would enable them suc- 
cessfully to perform the duty required of them in cases where the matter 
at issue is whether too much or too little has been allowed by way of costs. 
But occasionally questions of importance and difficulty arise on such 
summonses, and this is one of them. It is a matter for the taxing-master’s 
discretion to decide whether he should deal with a lar item or not. 
No doubt in this instance he did right in dealing with the matter subject 
to review. I cannot with advantage lay down any general rule as to the 
questions, which ought to be reserved, but this is not one of them. 
This question did arise on the cash account presented by the 
solicitors; it is a short point not involving any conilict of ovihun " 
I have next to get rid of the objection that there is no agreement 
in writing within section 8 of the Solicitors?’ Remuneration Act, 
1881, and that consequently the feng cannot be enforced net the 
clients. This section was passed for the p of allowing tors to 
make agreements for a lump sum and in order to a certain extent to 
rid of detailed bills of costs. It appears to have nothing todo with 


matter, in which a particular item was in question. Mr. Ohlson, against 
whose executors this application is made, po 


In | solicitors were hasty 


ate <6 Wh ee, ot ultimately the patent was sold to Ohleon and the 
money by the solicitors. It has been argued that the law 
does not apply in this case; but the money was received while the relation 
of eolicitor and client existed, and the argument to the contrary seems to 
me to fall to the ground, The commission note was a perfectly open and 
straightforward document which no business man could fail to understaad, 
avd it was shewn to Mr. Ohlson, and it was in his for a time. 
With that in his on ae wer ten beng Schm « ema ae ny 
The rolicitors brought an action against against Elliot w was settled 
by the pa: ¢ into court of £210 in full settlement of all claims. This 
came to Se ee ee ee have thought that the 
accepting this sum. In his position as purchaser 
he was interested in knowing, and did know, what the solicitors were doing. 
The rule on which the executors rely is laid down in the care of ety 
Bank of London, and its object is not to insist that the tor n 
receive a commission of kind, but to prevent him from receiving it 
bedind the back of his client. The master has t that there was not 
evidence enough to shew that Ohlson knew of the receipt of 
jor the Casouiors om epporcanity of caoes-sanmuiuing, bat Re cefased 
or the ¢xecutors an op ty of croe » 
do so, and I think he was well advised. No jury would infer 
anything from the evidence but that Ohleon was well awareof the transaction 
and consented to it. Counsel for the executors says that the solicitors have 
received something in excess of this bill of costs, and that if it had been 
taken into account their bill would have been less. Whatever the rule is 
as to gifts from a client to his solicitor, it has never to my knowledge been 
applied to a case of thiskind. I think this is nota gift; itisa 
received by the solicitors with the consent of their client, and I must 
therefore send back the bill to the taxing-master with the instruction that 
this surcharge is to be disallowed.—CovNsat, J. B. Matthews ; T. L. Witkin« 
son. Sortcrrons, Haslam § Hier-Evane. 


[Reported by J. F. Iszxiw, Esq., Barriater-at-Law-] 





*,* In the report of the case of Wright v. Carter (ante, p. 216), the names 
of Charles Russell & Co. should have been stated as the solicitors for the 
defendant Blanche Thecdosia Wright. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 
Jan. 27.—Mr. OC. H. Kirby in the chair.—Mr. J. W. Weigall moved: 
“That any reform of the legal system which does not include the 
shortening of the Long Vacation and the alteration of the circuit system 


is worse than useless.” Mr. H. There also spoke: 
Mesers. A. H m, Neville Teb CO. Kains-Jackson, and 


Richardso: 
J. F. W. Galbraith. The motion was carried by the casting vote of the 
chairman. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were on Lae bee to the Bar: 

Lrvcoin’s nn. —D. MoGarel ( of honour C.L.E. H 
1902), London University; R. R. bell (certificate of honour OC. 
Hilary, 1902), Oh. Ob. Uxford, M.A.; A. M. W. 
honour O.L.E. Michaelmas term, 1901), Clare Coll., Camb., M.A., LL.B. ; 


W. ©. Wise, M.D., St. And., D.P.H., Downing Ooll., Camb. ; D. G. 
Gilmore, St. Edmund Hall, Oxford; M. E. R b. Coll., Camb., 
B.A.; Pestonjee Sorabjee Batlivala, University, B.A.; Khazan 

Ooll., Uxford, 


Singh Suri (admitted as Khazan Singh); H.J. Godley, Ball. Coll. 
B.A.; H. Piange; BR. Moritz, London Univ., B.8c.; J. 8. O. Bridge, 
New Ooll., Oxford, B.A.; C.J. R. Le Mesurier. 
Inner Temrce.—J. B. Lloyd, B.A., Oxford; H. A. Hinkeon, Dublin, 
M.A., Royal rey of Ireland; G. W. Graham, BA. 
= hoe ." LL. ey H. ¢ B, Underdo 

,Vau - Williams, B. ; A. Lyul 
T. F. R. McDonnell, B.A., LL.B., Oamb. ; Oe. 
F. P. Fousset, B.A., LL.B., Oamb.; B. 8. Hart ; 


H. 0.0. Biasley, B-A., Camb.; ©, V. Fox, B.A., Oxford; 0. F. W 
Struben, B.A, Oxford; H. L. » M.A., Oxford; F. B. H. 
Goldamith, B.A, Oxford; @. L. Mac Oxford ; H. W. Haworth, 
B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; 0.'B. Hulton, B.A., Oxford; G. H. Jiiger, B.A. 


- , 
Oxford; B.’B. Watson, B.A, Camb.; H. A. Baker B.A., Oxford; 
P. N. Russell; H. 0. Bodvel- ; H. F. wer, B.A., 
Oxford; P. E. W. , B.A., LL.B., Camb. ; R. J. White, BA, 
LL. B., Camb. W. A. Paynter, M.A. Camb.; and Herbert 


B., London. 
Mippte Tsurie.—c. E. W. British Vice-Consul at : 
Af tv oe ALS 


J. Camell, B a., Camb., prizeman in criminal law, &c. : O, Bray ; 
G. Lightfoot, me = aa Uoll., Camb., first class honours 





a t applicants for 
divers business. Before the relation was consti! > url who had on 
on the 


various occasions employed the solicitors, offered them a 





-=t « niv.; A. R. Thomas, B.«., Oxon. ; 
A. 8. Oowdell. 

Grar's-rnn.—H. 0, Oxford; H. W. Prichard, B.A 
Keble Ooll., Oxford; Surendra Nath New Ooll., ; Lakshmi 
Narain Sharma; Kasi Adin Abmed ; Jenguainws Krishas Ben, B.A, 
Madras Univ., advocate, of Bangalore, and first grade pleader 
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the Higher Court of Madras; Vanichand Jhaverchand Modi, B.A., LL.B., 
Bombay Univ. ; A. H. Houston, Trin Coll., Dublin, a member of the Irish 
Bar; and Ratan Oband. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Denatinc Socrery.—Jan. 14 —Chairman, F. H. Stevens. 
—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Re Haedicke and Lip»ski’s 
Contract (1901, 2 %h. 666) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. Croom Johnson 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. Mossop opened in the negative The 
following members also spoke: Mersrs. Pleadwell, Dods Ball, Nash, 
Hogan, Weller, and Rendell. The chairman summed up, and on the votes 
being taken the motion was lost by seven votes. 


Jan. 21.— Chairman, Mr. Barrett.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That 
the time has now arrived when the resentation of Ireland in the 
Imperial Parliament should be reduced.’? Mr. G. H. Head opened in the 
affirmative ; Mr. Doherty (visitor) opened in the negative, The follow- 
ing members aleo spoke: Messrs. J. D. A. Johnson, Boland, Stevens, 
Roberts (visitor), Ball. Dorté, and Mitchell. The opener replied, and on 
the votes being taken the motion was carried by the casting vote of the 


Jan. 28.—Obairman, Mr. W. Arno!ld Jolly.— The subject for debate was : 
“That the case of Waldock v. Winfield (1901,2 K B. 596) was wrongly 
decided.’” Mr. Eustace B. Ames opened in the affirmative; Mr. Harold 
W. Pollock seconded in the affirmative; Mr. G. H. Baver opened in the 
negative; Mr. W. G. Weller, seconded in the negative. The following 
members aleo spoke : Messrs. W. N. Gibb, G. W. Powers, J. E. C. Adams, 
Alder, A. E. Hogan, H. Winett, Shepbard, A. J. Hopkins, and W. H. 
Bishop. Mr. Ames replied, the chairman summed up, and the motion on 
being put was carried by four votes. 


Bramincuam Law Srvupents’ fSocrery —The annual meeting of the 
above society was held in the Law Librarv, Bennett’s-hill, Birmingham, 
on Tuesday evening last. Mr. Registrar Whitelock, the vice-president, 
delivered a very instructive and practical address on ‘‘Couvnty Court 
Procedure.” A hearty vote of thanks to Mr. Registrar Whitelock 
concluded the meeting. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Pickrorp, K.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Inner Temple in 
succession to the late Sir James Parker Deane. 





a CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvtions. 


Wnuuum Fraxcis Watson, cen., and Wimium Francis Warson, 
un., solicitors (W. F. Watson & Son), 22, Chancery-lane, London. 
an. 21. The said William Francis Wateon, ren., will continue the said 
business on his own behalf at the above address. 
[ Gazette, Jan. 24. 


GENERAL. 


The Ardep Scholarship (1902) at Gray’s-inn has been awarded to 
Alexander Miller Bulloch, of Trinity College, Dublin, a student of the 
The Quain Professor of Comparative Law at University College, London 
(Mr. John Macdonell), offers a prize of £20 for the best essay on the 
“* Differences in the Forms of Legislation Here and in Other Countries.’’ 
Full particulars may be obtained from the secreta’y of University College, 


Sir Thomas Godfrey Carey, Chief Magistrate of Guernsey, has an- 
nounced his intention to retire from the office. He was ap pointed, says 
the 8t. James's Gazette, in 1895 on the retirement of Sir Edgar MacOulloch. 
The appointment is a Crown one. Sir Thomas, who recently celebrated 
his seventieth birthday, studied law at Caen in the University of France, 
and obtained the diploma of Bachelor of Law, Licentiate of Law, and 
Doctor of Law in 1852 54 successively. He was knighted two years ago. 


At the recent “‘ d night ’’ at the Middle Temple, raysthe St. James's 
Gazette, the rs entertained as their guest at dinner the Earl of 
Rosebery and a number of other distinguished visitors. On entering the 
hell for dinner, an accident befel Mr J.P. Murphy, K C., one of the 
x oe on the whole proceedings. The seats for the 

and gueste were ranged on a raised platform. As the 
gentleman, who is very bulky and eomewhat near-sighted, moved 
bis he failed to tee the step, and catching his foot fell heavily to 

floor. He so seriously cut bis face and forehead that he had to be 
to ante-room, where he was treated by Sir William Broadbent. 
b Mr. Murphy loet a considerable quantity of blood, the accident is 
ly to have any serious ¢fiects. 


Friday, the 24:h of Jenuary, being the grand day of Hilary term at 
°s-inn, the treasurer, Mr. Monte Lurh, end the masters of the bench 
d the following gue-te: The Right Hon. Lord Robertson, the 
Hon. Lord Justice Cozens-Hasdy, the Hon. Mr. Justice Jelf, 
Gen, Sir C. Mansfield Clarke, Bart,, G.O.B., Sir John Wolfe Barry, 


dual 


ue ; 


K.O0.B., Sir Kenelm Dish. K.O.B., Sir T. Lauder Brunton, M.D., F.R.S., 
Sir Albert de Rutzen, his Honour Judge Lumley Smith, K.O., Mr. Briton 
Riviere, R.A., Mr. Guy Fleetwood Wilson, O.B., Assistant Under- 
Secre of State forWar, Mr. Montague Muir Mackenzie. The benchers 
resent in addition to the treasurer were: Sir Arthur Oollins, K.O., Mr, 
eetham, Mr. John Rose. Mr. Paterson, Mr Mulligan, K O., Mr. Mattinson, 
K.0., Mr. Lewis Coward, K.C., Mr. Macaskie, K.C. Mr. 0. A. Ruseell, 
K.0., Mr. Herbert Reed, K.C., Mr. Dicey, C B., Mr. Terrell, K.O., Mr. 
Barnard, with the Preacher, the Rev. Canon O. J. Thompson, D.D. ~ 


On the 24th inst., a joint deputation, representing the Incorporated Law 
Society of Liverpool, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Underwriters’ 
Aeveaiiien, waited _— the Finance Committee of the Liverpool Corpora- 
tion to consult with the committee as to the improvement of the rules of the 
Liverpool Court of Passage. Mr. Bateson, president of the Law Society, 
said they desired to co-operate with the committee and the city council 

endeavouring to end the deadlock in regard to the new rules of the Court of 
Passage. It was moet important to that business community that the court 
sho be efficient, The local lawyers had no desire to take counsel, 


hardly worth the expense of going there, or to wait three months 
until the assizes came round. They found the County Palatine Court 
a very excellent tribunal for trying Chancery cares, and the Court of 
Passage might very well be an equally good tribunal for trying 
their common law cases. They ho that another attempt wo 
be made to get the new rules authorized by the Oourt of Passage 
Acts of 1893 and 1896 P ccony by the Rule Committee and the Lord 
Chancellor. The Passage Court, like the Palatine Court, had the advantage 
of a straight run to the Court of Ap These views having been 
supported by representatives of the other bodies, it was unanimously 
resolved that the town clerk should write to the Lerd Chancellor asking 
him to receive a deputation from the committee and the above bodies on 
the subject of the Court of Passage. 


The St. Petersburg correspondent of the Times y that the Council ofState 
is now engaged in the consideration of the new Criminal Code, which has 
been drawn up by an expert committee of jurists, The criminal law at 
resent in force in Russia is the old code of 1845, supplemented by various 
ater enactments, and is no longer suited to the requirements of modern 
Russian life, The committee which is responsible for the new code has 
devoted some fifteen years to its task. The main feature of the revised 
code is that it does not seek, asis the case with the one at present in force, 
to define every separate crime which may be punished, but relies upon 
broad general definitions. Instead of the 1,711 — of which 
old code consisted, the revised one contains about a third of that number, 
in spite of the fact that it deals with a number of crimes which were 
unknown, or practically unknown, in 1845, such as blackmailing, strikes, and 
many others. It is interesting to note that strikes become crimi under 
the new code when they are directed against the Government or when they 
lead to injuries to persons or damage to property. The old “staircase of 
punishments,”’ to empley a Russian phrase, finds no place in the new code. 
According to the old law the lowest punishment was a ‘‘ reprimand,” and 
all other pa ragged were sebenad as equivalent to so many reprimands. 
The penal system was very complex, and included punishments of many 
kinds and grades, ran & from the reprimand to transportation and 
capital punishment. In the new code all this is done away with, and 
imprisonment of various degrees of severity becomes practically the only 
unishment. The committee even recommend the entire abolition of the 
eath penalty. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota oy Ruoistzars mm ATTENDANOE ON 
Emencency Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Rora. No. 2. 





0. Kgxewica. Brgys. 
8 Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. Jackson Mr. W. Leach 
rey King Pem! Greswell 
Church Jackson W. Leach 
Church King Greswell 
King Jackson W. Leach 
BR. Church Greswell 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FaRwe.u. Buckiey. Joyon, Swinvew Eapy, 
8 Mr. BR. Leach Mr. Godfrey Mr. Mr. Greswell 
_ - Carrington - 
™ Farmer Pugh Jackson 
Leach Godt: Carrington 
Beal Seomer Pugh 





Wanrnine to Inrenvine Hover Puncuassrs anv Lessuxs.—Before pur- 
e or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
Reported 7. For terms “pply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Tel : Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
minster.—[{Apvr. 


For Turoat Ixerration ann Coven “ ere Glycerine Jujubes” 
oo prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to 





suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homao- 
pathic Chemists, London.—{Anvr. 


witnesses, and themselves to London to try cases which were sometimes’ 
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Hioxtrxe & Oo, Liurrzp—Peta for winding wh Tonghas, Fob 36. Bote to be 
Tee fPacress? Peter's mate, Not’ --f-4- ~4 Notice of ne aah eee 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. — ae cvernamed not later than € o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 
Feb. 4.—Messrs. Deszwnam, yg Boe & Semenpaae, @ § Mart, as in 26 | Cur.rennam Consuavanrve CLus oe | a oy are spaniel, . “ poten 
houses (including send their names aidresses, particular debts 
sips, « bearhouse offsicensed ponies tabling Sn) ; 5 on Soames eae raary, claims, Mr Arthur Lamb, 5, Regent st, Obelten vam ey 
amoun £286 seven years rack- , tTIox) —Creditors 
catimat-d at £2671 per annum Solicitor, TG Bullen, Boa, London. “Hoxton: a | Hupeoy, 45> Cassese martes und addvenen. and tee partcuis of thet debts o 
ual asehold . comprisin seven onstens built -lighted ware- 
houses and m aulataning promos aiuto a Fanaa seer ie eweper anes | etehguaion 
Messrs. » London, ‘an. 25, p 
Feb. a = & Foster & Cranrie.p, at the Mart, at 2:— ged hei nates sand sidrames, andthe paola ane sO particulars of = p ony) pe Hog 4 
To y beg + India 8} per cent. Stock; lady aged 70. Solicitor, Bdgar Kemrson, Paar, sep Pa fe winti 30, a a Jan a1. be 2 sat the Ooun . 
To One-twenty- fourth of Go t Stocks and Freeholds in the City of Lond vuse, wards ~~ yh, ~ solors Detners. 
geod wing £2 990 per annum; 1edy rod Tl and two gentlemen aged ¢4and 75 ae must above-named not than 6 o’clock in the after- 
To Ono-twen -fourth of taetiues -eighth of Trust —-* value £12,483, in —Creditors are required, on or before Feb to send their 
goverme: Stoke ; gentleman an aged’06, Bolicitors, Messrs. Hollams, Sons, | wuCy  pempnne seg. aebts or claims, to the Rew Albert Seaith, 
yw ari wksley, on. Wi 
To £1,260 ia Freeholds and Consols; lady aged 63. Solicitors, Messrs. Welman & Wasraax Srxvicars, Luarsp (om Liquipaios) — Perms aria having any, claims ese 
To One-third of » Trust Batate, value £5,772; lady 62. Also to One-third of | equired to send written particulars before 1to Potter, 112, Fenchurch st 
peng dng 4 md jladies aged 72 62, with policy. Solicitors, London Gasette,—Tusspay, Jan. 28. 
AN ANNOLTY ot a gratiemes aged 47, with policy. Solicitor, D. Pennant JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIFE TE toe of ie —_—— aged ene Legacy of £2,000, with policy. Solicitor, Luoarep m Cuayozry. 
+» Tunbri e! 
rE weree we cage G00, Gelli, Menem Bowen & Syme, Be Me Sead Bet 6 Keusedy @ C Go, 110, G Gaazon ee solr for th ke poke” 
y * 
(Bee odvertioementa, this week, back ps ge.) Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Feb 
& Co, Li Evlilien § for up, 4, directed to be 
ones Bran & Co, Lan & Chane 68. Col Ag Ip pt At 


Nationau Provincia, Banx or Enaianp, Liwttep.—The annual general 
meet ing was held on the 30th ult., at the head office, 112, Bish ate-street, 
E.C. Mr. Robert Wigram, who ’ presided, eaid he had very little to record 
beyond what might be called a monotonous year. Four new branches had 
been opened in London, and one in the country, in view of the policy of 
consolidation, rendering an extension absolutely necessary. Last year he 
stated that the London and Globe trouble had left the bank practically 


untouched, and the same good fortune, with to bad debts or 
monetary difficulties, had continued to the bank during the whole year. 
In fact, he did not think it would be easy to e a balance sheet pre- 
senting more satisfactory results, and he congratulated the managers most 


cordially upon it. With regard to the investments, the bank did not hold, 
he believed, a single security which might not fairly be described as 
* gilt-edg ed.” The reserve fund now stood at £2,300,000, an addition 
having been made to it of £25,000 out of the profite of the year. After 
paying the dividend of 20 per cent. and transferring £15,000 to bank 
premises account, the balance of £96,848 would be carried forward, being 
within £150 of the last carry forward. As an indication of the "steady 
increase of the business, he might say that whereas in 1891 the bank had 
10,900.shareholders the number was now 14,380. In 1891 they had 169 
branches, now increased to 199. The deposits, which in 1891 were 
£40,822,000, now amounted to £50,640,000, so that a gradual but steady 
increase had been going on during the whole time. 

Lonpon Crry anp Mipitanp Banx, Liwirsp.—The annual general 
meeting of the shareholders in the London Oity and Midland Bank was 
held, on the 24th ult., at the Cannon-street Hotel, London. Mr. Arthur 
Keen (the chairman) said the capital and reserve stood at £38,000,000 each, 
and should give confidence to depositors all over the country. It had 
taken many ee to build up the reserve fund, and now it was a tower of 
strength and an important addition to the stability of the bank. The 
directors regarded with satisfaction the large sum carried forward, which 
amounted to £259,363. The deposits and current accounts, £44, 730, 378, 
shewed a satisfactory i increase in the ordinary ——. The number of 
new accounts opened during the year was very , and a proof of 
the esteem in which the bank was held. On the chiar @ sof the account 
there was cash in hand and at the Bank of England amounting to 
£8,709,123; money at call and at short notice was oS, 600,028 ; invest- 
ments, £8, 176, 117—a total of £22,485,268, or 50 2 per cent. of the ‘deposits, 
which’ compared with 49:2 per cent. last year, and 46 9 per cent. at the end 
of 1899. He was happy to give them an assurance that the investments 
stood in the books at below the market value. In conclusion, the chairman 
contrasted the position of the bank to-day with what it was in the first 
balance- sheet after — to London ten years ago. The capital was then 
£761,125, as compared with the present capital of three millions. The 
rererve fund was only £575,000, as compared with the present reserve of 
three millions, while the deposits were £8,118,886, as com) dad with 
£44,730,378 ; the rate of dividend was 15 per cent., "instead of 1 per cent., 
and the amount carried forward was £14,700 as compared with £259,363. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette,—Faipay, Jan 2%, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
— 1x Onawomry. 


Bes 1? First, Limtren—Petn for up, presented Jan St, Gieneted to be heard 
‘eb 6. Trinder & Oo, 1656, Lendeatell at, for petner Notice of appearing must 
sah Gace tae than 0 delecs tn ths atterncen af Pode 


Burrisu Borneo Gotp Minina Co, Limirep (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 24, to send their names and addresses, and oulars of their debts or 
Frederick John Warner, 358, Mansion House chm! Mayo & Co, solors fer 


Atay, crest Lay isyenmane, 
— 


& Chance, 
‘amet not inter than 6 nk in the afternoon of Feb 1 


Cie aa eT Momoa & On: STp, Old Brood sh jotioe of 
ing mast venth the he a Old Seoul tole fo ie pine Noto of ap 
Mori Liuitep —Oreditors are :equired, on or before March 
a Se oe ani the particulars of their debts or elsims to 
Se es Sap Sa hill, Jenkins & Co, 31, Poultry, 
sotors to 


March 1, to send in their 


Eauixe axp Disraict Dsevetoruert Co St ae ye yoguinel, oa bey 
Feb 25, to send ia their n«mes and addresses, and Sica 
claims, to Ft. F wes forte 


Iupustaiat_Corrorati 
wn a Jan, directed fo be heard Fed 6 Paioce &Co 14, &t ele’ pl, solors 
—- Notion ot appearing must reach the above-named not 


afternoon of Feb 5 
Catrrossra, Loorsp (1x LiqgurpatTion)—Creditors are on or 
ag = ty March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts 


or claims, to Hugh Limebeer, 3, Clement's In Ad 
—Creditors on or before 
Leznog Grats’ How Sonor, Oo, Lannea Chines of thet Gabte or claims, to Biwass 


Hinde, 15, Bast 
—Peta for winding up, presented Jan 25, directed to be heard 
Pa eerie & On 9 Abchureh In, 52 Sic Nor potas. Notice of appearing must 
LY FF Py t the afternoon of Feb 5 


8 Loors poy ty § 2-7 y- Jan @7, 

Sun.icat +-4 4 yet A ‘eo as . —h = =. 

patner. Sotie of gqouns ae must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Last Dar or Cram. 

London Gasette,—Fuivar, Jan, 17. 


8 Lt era ba yr Bton avenue, Hampstead April 28 Soper ¥ 


London Gasette.—TonsvaY, Jan. 21. 
Crasswetier, Heway Vatertixe, De LOT g FB Kensington Fed 2) Craseweller ¥ 
weller, B 


ackley,J Barees, West circus 
Deut, Jonx, Croydon rd, Anerley, Surrey March 7 Pre rukes v Dell, Keke wich, J Glasier, 
Essex st, Strand 


London Gasette,—Fuipay, Jan, 24, 

I W, Fisbmonger Feb 28 Barber v Barber, Joyes, J 
Bowrns, Antuue Hevay, Boe, Oe, ee Mason Feb25 Bowers v 
Bowers, B a A aed 


Cranes, Wiulian Srexunt, a noe Ae Fontiion Hewtth & Pie Bt 


ILLOUGBBY 
March 1 Powell & Son v 
cious 
London Gasette,—Tunapat, Jan. 28. 


Jonas, Bowaye Sage ee gins, Kensington Feb 95 Jones v Jones, Swinfen 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Cram. 
Leadon Gasette,—TosapaY, Jan T. 
Atcoox, Rowanp, Manchester, Cotton Manufacturer March 8 Hibbert & Westbrook, 


a ae Fa oe at MN oo, stan 


Ba Wirtram, Sand 
me Wooldridge & W. 





FAS i te ond Bitx Co, 5S, Sameee be jee Ty way hd s before moa 
de Rodakowshi, 12, Wood st ~ ; er) —) 
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Barxpaivor, Rear Admiral Hocn, Plympton, Devon Feb4 Pyke & Parrott, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 
Ba.iamy, James, Peckham Feb10 C & E Woodroffe, Eastcheap 
Buewxrm, Exizasern, Sheffield March1 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield 
Bovtroy. Rosert, Malton, Yorks, Auctioneer Feb15 Ridge, Malton 


Bracxeysury Henry CHARces —— HOYLE Jutivs, Spilaby, Liacs Feb17 Chapman & 
+ 0. Henriett« st, Cavendis» 
Baamuey, Toomas, New ioomeptens Kent, Chief Engineer RN Feb5 Collyer-Bristow & 
0, Bedford ro 
Bucxennam, Henry Cust: zs, North Benfleet, Eesex, Farmer Feb 15 Wood & Co, 
Southend > Sea 
— Joux, Oldham, Lanes, Draper Jan18 Richard & Hurst, Ashton under 


quienes s, Leomanp Pizrs, West Kirby, Builder March 1 Woolcott & Co, West Kirby 
Crazey, Erzaxon, Sunderland Feb7 Wright & Son, Sunderland 
Cox11ms, Gzoncs Joszrn, Waldron, Sussex, Farmer Feb 14 Sprott & Sons, Mayfield, 


Dest, Enna, Sudeley Castle, Glos March 5 Wood, Winchcombe, Glos 

Fow.er, Grorcr Wi114m, Sheffield, Fishmonger Feb13 Bingley & Dyson, Sheffield 
Gauxen, Tuomas Barter, Barslem, Staffs, Provision Dealer Feb4 Moyer, Burslem 
Grover, Joux, Croydon Feb 20 Hogan & Hughes, Martin’s In, Cannon st 

Gray, Jou, Sheffield, Hotel Keeper Feb 3 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Haut, Tomas, Thornaby on Tees, York, Coal Dealer Feb 28 Elliot, Stockton on Tees 
Hararmox, Coarites, Bywater, Kippax, Yorks, Glass Bottle Maker Feb 5 Wilson, 


Hanzrt, emma Brighton, Merchant Feb 7 Rundle & Hobrow, Portland House, 
Basinghal! st 


Hoae, Bocuse, Thornborough, Bucks, Butcher Jan 20 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Howry, Jaxz Axx, Piymouth March1 Hawken, Plymouth 
Hyp, Rosrrt, Newton Heath, Manchester March 8 Hibvbert & Westbrook, Man- 


Jacxsox, Hewny Broox, Kingston upon Hull Feb 20 Jackson & Co, Hall 
Jonnstox, Rosert, Weston super Mare Feb15 Ford, Weston super Mare 
Krxa, b tmoeny Drxnam™, Camelford, Cornwall, Solicitor Feb4 Shilson & Co, St Austell, 


Lams, James, Newcastle upon Tyne Feb18 Pybus & Jon, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Lastey, Bicuarp, New Wandsworth, Surrey, Tailor Feb 20 Ley & Oo, Carey st, 


Lincola’s 
Matiatre, daune Sxaw, Oldham, Mill Furnisher Feb8 Smith, Oldham 


Bap, | Bexsamix, Garthorpe, Lincs, Butcher Feb 13 Bolton & Co, Temple gdns, 
ie 


Paramouytarx, Bexxet, Penzance Feb1 Watkins, Queen Victoria st 
Parker. | ovisa Many, Shepton Mallet, Somerset Jan?4 Mackay & Son, Shepton 


a. nae, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Butcher Jan 24 Mackay & Son, Shepton 


Purtuirs, Roszat, Southport, Engincer Feb 28 Darbishire & Co, Manchester 

Popcrr Heynry, Weston super Mare Feb15 Ford, Weston super Mare 

Poiuzx, Wii114m, Downs Park rd, Hackney Feb1 Watkins, Queen Victoria st 
Rosgrgts, Epwarp, Cardiff Feb1 Rowlands, Newtown, North Wales 

eee Tuomas Wititam, fom Walden, Essex, Veterinary Surgeon Jan31 Woos- 


&8mith. Chancery 
Rouen, Hex Svsaxyau Peake, iyttelton, New Zealand Jan 30 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 
Rowsz, Ricuarp, Plymouth Feb 15 Gidley &S8on, Plymouth 
a Sm Glouc-stcr rd, Kensington Jam 31 Shepheard & Walters, Young st, 


Srmonvs, Roszxt, Highbury Feb 28 Price & Sons, Walbrook 
Brie, Locy Hawxan, Sheffield, Grocer Feb 10 Branson & Son, Sheffield 
Braxway, Many, Betley, Staffs Feb10 Sproston, Newcastle under Lyme 
Syuzs, Naxcy. Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs Feb4 Slater & Co, Manchester 
Semen . ae Bucxtey, Bestceneah, nr Ashton under L; F 
orth & Co, Ashton under Lym on Ss i 

Tune, Tuomas, Happisburgh, Norfolk Febi1t Goodchild, Norwich 
Timuiss, Daxiet, Dudley,Sargeon Feb6 Warmington & Co, Dudley 
Warswricnt. Exizaneta Saran, Aston, nr Newcastle under L; 

bg ee | yme Febil Cooper & 


Waaixe, Mary, Norwich Feb7 Goodchild, Norwich 
Wespes, Axe, Plymouth March! Hawken, Piymouth 
beam Many Axx, South Norwood Jan 81 Hogan & Hughes, Martin’s In, 


non st 
Woorrox, Joszrn, Margate, Coffee house Keeper Feb3 Burton & Sen, Blackfriars rd 


London Gazette.—Faivay, Jan. 10. 
Axprxsox, Davip, Birkenhead, Restaurant Proprietor Feb 10 Newman, Liverpool 
Axcuzz, Many, Elmton Feb 8 Alcock, Mansfield 
Axcazz, W:i114m, Elmton, Derby, Licensed Victualler Feb 8 Alcock, Mansfield 
Bargp, Jony, New Brompton, Gillingham, Kent March 25 Prall & Co, Rochester 
—~" sipenanen, Billingford, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 20 Garrod & Wilson, Diss, 


Bexyett, Exiza, Wellington, Salop Feb 20 Carrane, Wellington 
Bexxetr, Roprrr Issac, Manchester, Architect Feb 15 Norton & Howe, Manchester 
ae Besnase Pose, iotet park, Stamford Hill Feb28 Bentley and Hubbard, 


a. jous eg Feb 24 Leighton & Aldous, Ipswich 
Barvre, Jons, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer Feb 1 Buck & 


Brows, Axxu Exizanetn, Harrogate Feb 22 Barr & Co, Leeds 

Bsowssworp, Mary, Nottingham March1 Watson & Co, Nottingbam 

Buwpock, Cazotixe Paiscitia, Chelmsford March 22 Nicholas, Chelmsford 
Catveeter, Many, Barnley Febil Marshall. Halifax 

Crarrox, Wittsam, Cambridge March 15 Eaden & Spearing, Cambridge 

Eastwoon, A.zert, Ariwick, Manchester, Wagonette Proprietor Feb 17 Higham, 
Parerierp, Frevrzicx Solihull, Warwick, Painter Feb6 Mitchell, Birmingham 
Fe.iows, Everrx Srexcee, Harleston, Norfolk, Electrical Engineer Feb 1 Bellhouse, 
Piscu. Louisa, Forest Hill Jan 22 Turner & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Fonouam, Arexet Hever, Little Dawley, Galop, Dealer Feb 1 Phillips, Shifnal, Balop 
Ganvyez, Taouas, Bicester, Oxford FebS F & H Corbett, Worcester 

Gaarxczt, Joux, Brough Sowerby, Westmorland, Yeoman Feb 7 Ea&EA Hellis, 


Goovise, Hazsy, Stowmasket, Mumber Jan 31 Gudgeons & Co, Stowmarket 





GrixpaLt, Epuunp Tyson, Birkenhead Feb10 Newman, Liverpool 
Harrwert, Witt1am, Sampford Arundell, Somerset Mar 25 Booker, Wellington, 


Haywanp, Ropert, Catford Feb 28 Hughes & Oo, Budge row 
Horsnaitt, ALFRED, Rochester Mar 25 Prall & Co, Rochester 
oor, | Marx Wii.iam, Ryde,I of W Feb10 Hunter & Haynes, New sq, Lincoln’s 


Jackson, Bicuarp, Rainhil, Lance, Shoemaker Feb14 Hannay & Horton, Liverpool 

Jest, Gzonciva Mary, Dover Feb 20 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Jzwxiss, Benny West, Christchurch, Hants Feb 24 Bone, Bournemouth 

Jowszy, Mary, Monkwearmouth Jan 381 Graham & Shepherd, Sunderland 

Jupp, James, Upper Norwood Feb 15 Scott & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 

Keayez, The al Hon Joux Masty Arsuruyot Lonp, Wilton pl Feb 10 Hunter & 
Haynes, , Sane 's inn 

Kennepy Taoxas, arwick rd, Earl’s Court Feb12 Vincent & Vincent, Budge row, 

Lams, Wi1..14m Josern, Philpot In, Merchant Feb 10 Evans & Co, Bedford row 

Lavare, James, Littleover, Derby Jan 31 Close, Derby 

McKezay, Jouy, Liverpool Feb 20 Evans & Co, Liverpool 

Marcuant, Joun, Camberwell Feb8 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq, Westminster 

Mavywyagp, Ricnarp, Devonport, Licensed Victualler Feb8 Gard & Co, Devonport 

Mzpway, Exzanor, South Brent, Devon Feb 18 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 

Monckton, Rosert, Lee, Kent Feb8 Giraud, Faversham, Kent 

Morcan, Many, Bishop Auckland Feb8 Graham & Shepherd, Sunderland 

Perks, Witii1aM Russevt, Warwick Feb 28 Handley & Co, Warwick 

Poo.z, Sorxia, Sherborne, Dorset Feb1 Ffooks & Douglas, Sherborne 

Rapa, Cuarves, Norwood Feb5 Hall, Broughton in Furness 

Reeve, Jous, Gotherington, Glos Jan 28 Griffiths & Co, Cheltenham 

Reston, AnTHUR Henry, Jermyn st, St James Feb 10 Beningfield, Copthall av 

Rose, Witt1am Witipers, Spilsby, Lincs Feb6 Walker & Co, Spilsby 

Srranp, Eurty Haynan, Brighton Jan 30 Goodman, Brighton 

Warne, Emma, Lawshall, Suffolk Feb 9 Butt, Wa!brook 

Weerens, Mary Any, Middlesbrough Jan 24 Belk & Co, Middlesbrough 

Warre, Wa.ten, Mansfield, Notts Feb15 Meggitt, Mansfield 

Woorroy, Exrizasetn, Goldenhill, Staffe Feb7 Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Woorroy, Jouy, Goldenhile, Staffe,Grocer Feb7 Hollinshead, Tunstall 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Jan. 14, 
aucmemm, nes Xavex Jurivs, Sevenoaks Febi Miller & Co, St Stephen’s chmbrs, 


Beckett, Joun Hamppex, Manchester, Ohemical Manufacturer Feb 21 Boote & Co, 
Manchester 
Bispy, Janz, Ibboteholme, Harringay pk Feb 20 Lindo & Co, West at, Finsbury circus 


Bissor, Witt14m, Southend on Sea Eeb 22 Martin & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Beicut, Jouw ®quance, New Barnet, Herts Jan 31 Langworthy, Gloucester 

Browne, JosEPH, Garston, Lancs Marchi FJ & C Poole, Garston, Liverpool 

Brows, Ceci, Musray, Middle Temple, Barrister at Law March 1 Guthrie, 

lord row 

Bycerr, Roszst, North Creake, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 1 Loynes & Son, Wells, Norfolk 

CatiincuaM, CoanLorrse, Brookwood, Surrey Feb15 Potter & Crundwell, Guildford 

Crarx, Henxey, Bournemouth Feb 25 Guillaume & Sons, Bournemouth 

Creaver, Cuan.es, Birkdale, Lancs Feb10 Burnham & Co, Wellingborough 

Cuirrorp, ExizaseTH Maup, West Norwood Feb 26 Harwood, Boston 

Darweyt, ALFRED, Swinton, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Aerated Water Manufacturer Fet 
35 "Oxley & Coward. Rotherham 


Dicxrys, Ex1za, Upper Tooting Feb1t Hunt & Co, St Swithin’s In 

Drutmorz, Mary ANN, Bromley Feb 21 Parker & Co, St Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill 
Encuiss, Rosset Aszauam, Bournemouth Feb 23 Norris & Sons, Liverpool 

Gaseme. comm h eae 4M, Manchester, Cotton Waste Dealer Feb 18 Croften & Co, 


ome. © Gzoror, West Bromwich, Staffs, Yeoman March 1 Wright & Hol'ins, 
0 


Harpy, Atreep, Newport, I of W, Builder Feb 20 Bailey, jun, Newport 

Hixpie, Lucy, Llandudno Feb8 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llandudno 

Junxivs, Sanau Axx, Mortlake, Surrey Feb10 Keene & Co, Seething In 

Jupcz, Epwarp, Brompton Feb5 Stileman & Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
LoverineG, Joux, St Austell, Cornwall, China Olay Merchant Feb 17 Hearle & Co, Truro 
Lucas, Marrua Buen, Redland, Bristol Feb16 Fussell & Co, Bristol 

Lywz, Cuartes, Newport, Estate Agent Feb 20 Lyne & Co, Newport, Mon 

Mawzey, Hasziet Luce, Thornbury,Glos April1 Orossman & Co, Thornbury, R 8 O 
Metxuvisn, Exwa Exizapetx, Camberwell green, Surrey Feb 15 Beard, Craven st, 


Menzepirn, Axx, Salford May1 Hewitt & Son, Manchester 


Sioenees, Peouee Arona, SP Rokeby, Yorks, Lieut H M 17th Lancers Feb 28 W & 
Watson, Berna: 
Murrny, Cuazies Oscas, Withington, nr Manchester, Physician Feb 14 Rains, Man- 
chester 


Neate, ALyrep, West Lavington, Wilts Feb1 Norris & Hancock, Devizes 

Newros, Tuomas Hathersage, Derby Feb 28 Branson & Son, Sheffie!d 

Biviry, Rev Henny Bicuanv, Durham Feb11 Griffith & Oo, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Bay, Ricuarp, Manchester, Lithographer Feb26 Farrar & Co Manchester 

Rr.ezy, Recisap, Croydon, Shipbroker Feb 25 Paines &Co St Helen’s pl 

Saxrorp, Letitia, Bath Feb 18 Stone & Oo, Bath 

Scnorretp, Witi1am, Ashton under Lyne, Commercia Traveller Feb 10 Pownall, 
Ashton under 


Lyne 
Sur.iey, Mancaret, Moreton, nr Birkenhead Feb15 Holden & Cotton, Birkenhead 
Sinciain, —— Axtuve, Portsmouth, New Hampshire, USA Feb22 Paines & Co, 
st & 


eien’s 
Surrs, Tusewces, Safford Febi5 Jordan & Pickering, Stafford 
Srzazroixt, Joux, Crowborough, Sussex March1 Cripps & Ce, Tunbridge Wells 


Cowen, Oe Bouees © MicuaEL Suaw, Greenock, Renfrew March 1 Lawrence 
& ‘s inn 
Taxxern, Cnanies, oma Mow, Licensed Victualler Feb14é Roberts & Co, Cardiff 


Tayvor, Joux, Lostock Gralam, Chester, Farmer Feb14 Dixon, Northwich 
Tusiivsox, Col Anraus Joux Beruzri, Aldeburgh, Suffolk Feb 28 Johnsons & Co, 


New eq. Lincoln's inn 
Qaveaeae Joux Hunt, West Bromwich March 26 Thursfield & Messiter, Wednes- 


‘Warrey, Jauzs, Rowley Park, Stafford Feb15 Jordan & Pickering, Stafford 
Wauetay, Micnatt, Birkenhead Feb16 Holden & Cotton, Birkenhead 
Wituiamson, Lucy Axx, Sheffield Feb 15 H & A Maxfield, Sheffield 
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Fivecax, Wrt11am Berxanp, Stratford, Metal Worker Siaxzy, Roser, Sete ea Jan 31 at 12 
Court Pet Jan 90 Ord Jan 20 Great Histol, Laverpoct of —_ Jen 3 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. FLawacax, Parnicn Micnant, t Dad , Bedding Manufac- oriial ey gee ley terer 
London Gazette.—Torspay, Jan. 21, ae a ent Cumberland, Grocer | Troxsox, Norman Pracr Mizs, Bichmond, Surrey 
ADJUDICATIONS. Pet Jan 3 Jan 20 at Bi Jan Bt ati1.80 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Bannart, ALYBED | ALLE, Claygate, Surrey Kingston, a —-_ + ~ Jan 6 —a5 a Archi trming Wuzcoons, Gs Groson, Falmou Falmouth, Saidler Feb Sati? Of 
BaxTEs, Farpmnicr | Jeux, Waterbeach, ss 5 ame Coal Miner Burnley Pet Writame, Hewsy, alyhoad Feb 6 at 11.30 Ship maar 
Cambridge Pet Jan 17 17 
an "Veeco Wnstan, Bangor, Farmer Wrexham Pet Jan Bangor ‘i enasscen. 


Beacuer, Sam Ropest, Draper 
‘ upon Huil ’ Pet or 38 Ord Jan 17 
Brexix, Bicuagp Noe: Beicuzr, West ._-) 
B Eb B RY ct ‘High Court Pet et 
LAK WARD BUCKLEY, 
18° Ord Jan 14 / 


Ciarke, Samuzt Joun, and Witrrip Lee my foe ge 
Pattern Card Makers High Court ‘Ord 


Pet June 


Jan 
Coorzr, Wins and Epwarp Prew, Thurnscoe, Clothiers 
Sheffield Pet Jani6é Ord Jan 16 
Crvioxsuank, Sypvzy Morice, me on Tyne New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Oct4 Ord Jan 
Davizs, ig = and CHARLOTTE a Davi 
aan oe blic Caterers Chester Pet Jan 17 0; 
‘an 1 
Dez _ ~~, @rorcs rn Upper Norwood Barnet 
Eu ty on tow Brighton, Cheshire, Confectioner 
LERY, ALBERT, New 
et Dec17 Ord Jan 17 
Evays, Rosert, Ll Farmer 
Pet Jan 14 Ord Jan 14 


Goopwiy, beeen Wi.u1am, Sneyd Green, Staffs, Beer 
Bottler Hanley Pet Dec 6’ Ord Jan 17 
Hanes, L Lamy ka Ton Umbrella Maker 


=. w Pet Jan 16 Jan 16 we 
UNT, _ +h , Cartage Contractor 
Poole Pet Jan1é Ord Jan 


Kemp, , R., Oxford Oxford. et Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 
Morgan, Jona pe yaaa, Engineer Greenwich 
Pet Jan10 OrdJan 
Pa ed Latatwacdine, Hereford Leominster Pet 
R a . wag J Budb: Builder St Albans 
ICHARDSON, Perncy JAME 
Pet Dec23 Ordjanis 
Rosinson, Wautser, Leeds, Fruiterer’s Assistant Leeds 
Pet Jani6 Ord Jan16 
Gna, Jaucs, Glascote, nr Tamworth, Warwick, Inn- 


per Bi am PetJan4 Ord Jan 17 
Sianey, Roser, , Bookseller Colchester Pet 
Jan16 Ord Jan 16 
Surrn, Atrrep Heyry, Jewin “elder 
factarers’ Agent High Oourt Dec 12 Ora Janis 
oe fe p- -- 8, Pet Jan 18 
Byeut, Joux — U t, or Winkle Devon 
Auctioneer f i in ame 
Soran, Samvzt, Titus at, Aldgate, 
Manufacturer High Court PetJan9 Ord Jan 13 
Srevenson, Henry Grorce, Hanley, Grocer Stoke upon 
Nov 29 Ord Jan 17 
Srries, Gzorcr, Be p arreneanten, Farmer Kidder- 
By Pet sy 80 ‘an 17 Peal 
Low, HERBERT —" Baraal terer Barnsley 
Pet Jan18 Ord Janis ne 
Tayor, Jony, and Tox asec, Birmingham. Hardware 
Merchants Birmiogham Pet Nov7 Ord Jan 17 
Feaason RarraBie, West Hartlepool, Ica Uream Dealer 
underiand Pat Pet Oct 29 gi, 
Senne Livincstons W N, Exeter High Court Pet 
Oct2 Ord Jan 14 
Tronson, NORMAN Percy Mives, Richmond, Surrey 
Wandsworth Pet Decl? Ord Jan 16 
Ven. & we my Ord Jan 14 Herts, Confectioner St Albans 
an 
Wane) * dh an, oo, Fruit Merchant 
Bieckbure "Bet don i? Och Jon t 
Wootr, Masri and ALFRED Woot, ua Kent rd, Tailors 
High Co Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 
pratt cumbenan. 
Go..op, Rarpn Joszpavus, Yeovil, Somerset Yeovil Adjud 
March 7, 1901 Annul Jan 2, 1902 ie 
London Gazette. —Faivay, Jan, 24, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aspgauau, Davin, Briton a Ferry, Glam, Fireman Neath 





Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 
Beecuisc, Hexpert eee Chiswick, Iron Merchant’s 
Salesman Brentford Pet Jan@1 Ord Jan 21 
T rofessor of Music 


Bramincuam, Pzrcy, Merthyr P; 
Merthyr Tydtil Pet Jan 22 Bed Sonat 
Dassouer, hea Bewnsauin, 7, Otaffs,Grocer Stoke 
on Trent Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 
Baistzy, Toomas Hospay, Aztraur , = Ispert, and 
oh Tuomas Baistry, Dover, Builders Canter- 
2 p ay 21 Ord mie 
wo | BORGE Ayeneny, jun, Camberwell High Court 
Pot Hor ar Ord Jan 
Cameron, Duncan phy Hans 
t Pet Declé6 Ord Jan7 


vou 
CiaRks, Gaenes Y—y Queen Victoria st 
Couutss & 00, Be f PoJan 9 Grd Jag 
LLINS 0, an! 
Court Pet Dec 31 egos Foaatoer ag 


Connors, Micnazs Francis, Dulwich High Court Pet 
Sept 11 Ord Jan 21 

Cooxe. Arivcrt, Halifax, General Dealer Halifax Pet 
Jan2i Ord Jan 21 

Cours, fuomas E, , Manufacturer Manchester 
D eM Patt 

avins, Joun Bewnry, Southport, Coal Merchant Liver- 

Pet Janlu Ord Jan 21 


Eu, DERIO! Agent Liver- 
Pet Jag a 21 Jan 21 
Eusary, Joun, N ast, Butcher Nantwich Pet Jan 
20 Ord Jan 20 


Ji 
Garett, Hessert, H M Prison, Kingston upon Hull, 
Cartip # Manager Kingston upon Hull Pet 


J 
@ Wii Tao: ae Skip Manufacturer 
wU atoc ot Pet Jan 22° a Ord Jen 2 
ae rou 0 Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 
an Bet ay 7 Plymouth, Plumber Plymouth 
‘an 22 
Witiam om Fish Merchant 


, 
Pet Jan 21 == 
Howangp, Dawieu, Grocer’ High Court Pet Jan 20 
Ord Jan 20 


Hewzs, Wattes, aod Enxest Newrox, Birmingham, 
ey ye Pet Jan 92 Ord Jan 22 

ion on. Coal Miner Neath Pet Jan 

‘an 

Lirrrt, Burry, Walham Green, Dairy Produce Dealer 

Court Ord Oct 19 Pet Dec7 

Loverr, Cuartes JoxaTaax, Balham, Blouse Manu- 
facturer Wandsworth Pet Jan 22 "Ord Jan 22 

Margen, La ot ar Devizes, Grocer Bath Pet 


Jan 91 
Masgeen, Epwarp, —; ee Solicitor Birminghwn 
Pet Jan 22 


Ord Jan 
Maysarp, Henry ee oy" | a Ironmonger 
Seen, Stanton Burnley 


Pet Nov 2 fla, Ord 





Pet Jan Ord Jan a 

Sioces, be ton, Wholesale Butcher Brighton 

‘an ‘an 

Morcax, Jamzs Atrrep, Marylebone, Upholsterer High 
Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

Patties, Taomas Cosheston, Pembroke Pembroke 
Dock PetJan22 Ord Jan22 

Povtisox, THomas Groner, 1 Hairdresser 


jan 
ms Ly -¥- yng Brighton 
Surron, SrsrxEx, Steel, Journeyman Tailor, Sheffield 


Pet Jan20 Ord 
Tuomas, ALEXANDER GrorcE, Leniagn, General Com- 
mission Agent Southampton Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


Tuompsoy, Eaxest Henry, Scunthorpe, Lines Lincs, Painter 
Gt Grimaby Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 

To.son, Lge =e = —. Westmorland, Tailor 
Kendal an 

Vaaiey, Hensert ht an Pooley st, Hast Iodis 
Merchant urt Pet Dec 30" Ord Jan 20 

, Wheelwright Bedford Pet J 

Jaco! gee, Draper Nottingham 

20 Ord Jan 20 

ae | my — Saddler Truro Pet Jan 

‘an 
Winsiape, Jam pe, Doteneuth, Belfer Portsmouth Pet 
2. Ord 


Wooo Buna, Wirksworth, Derby, Licensed Victualler 
Derby 


Wauirtsy, Sipyry, 
20 Ord Jan 20 


WILk1ss0y, 
Jao 


Pet Jan@l Ord Jan @ 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Grocer 
Boman Wituas, Southend on Sea, Feb 6 at 12 


Baapsury, one Brwsamin, Fenton, Stafford, Grocer 
Fed 8 at 290 North stafford H tel, Stoke upon 


Trent 
Browne, Groi none gt Camberwell Jan 81 at 12 
CaLpwsu pore Al Faeenghe Jan 81 at 
1a Off Ree Econ Park on gy 
Cawwoop, Hzwry 12.50 Of Hee 
Clerk Jan 81 at 12.90 
Cuarke, Saenes = e Winain, Harold mie eo 
Connons, oR oe Dulwich Feb 8 at lt 
<_< oh Upper Norwood Feb Sat 8 
ehmbrs, Temple av 
— Butcher Jan 31 at 10.45 
Evans, Rosert, Lisallechid, Farmsr Feb 6 at 10,30 Ship 
Basgnentan, Maer Banasrs po Grocer Jan 381 
Sun Ban Salle, ake a Jan 81 at 2.30 Off 


nen to eee Umbrella Maker 
sh sice ‘ae Eahuse ¢ Bridge 
mY ms? Oia Hilt Bate fe Chain Tester Jan 81 at 11 


Bune da De Oy, Buildes Jan 81 ati2 Of 
’ 


Jones, Desay Davee Angew, Builder Feb 6 at 11.15 
J Caaates Srerney, and E.tzw Joy 
"TotW, Printers Feb 4 at 2.30 <2 bee 
Medical Practitioner 
T of WW, Market Gantener 
, Builder Jan 81 at 19 


anche of Se 
LN gg og Feb oat 3 





ca as, Dae Jan 31 at 12 





Briton Fireman Neath 
Aone Jan 2 2  ~ eyepadione 


and Trace wet 
Barrams, Jon, = = A. pa, Se, 


ERCHING, Lonauey, Spinwich I = a Merchant's 
. " Oreatford F fet’ Jen 20 Ord Jan 21 
BrnutneuaM, ran pee dan ee of Music 


B. a Fenton, Staff 
Baapsvry, } fi oN. » = mo 


Cooxs, Baipert, General Dealer Halifax Pet 
Jan2it Ord "Jan 21 


Epas, Wass SaMUBL, hey — Staffe Wolverhamp- 
ton Pet Ji 20 Ord Jan 22 
Ex, saenaien Bou! Commission Agent Liver- 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
oo, Keng ah \ eee Butcher Northwich Pet Jan 
iain Wik — Stratford, Metal Worker 
Court PetJan20 Ord Jan 20 
Fiton, Witt1aM Bowers, * eptiond Greenwich Pet Deo 
30 Crd Jan 21 
Manufac- 


Fiawxacan, Parricx Micuas., Dud 

turer Pet Jana OrdJan 2 
Fiemina, A, am, High Court Pet Nov 2% 
Ord Jan 17 


Gace Prrer, Strand, Brewers’ Valuer High Court Pet 
Dec tt Ord Jan 21 

Gaeenrigip, NaTHAN, Reta. Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 20 

Buraley, Coal Miner Burnley Pet 


Jan 21 Ord Jen 21 
Cee Hersert, H M Prison, Kingston —. a = 
0 Oni Jan + pCR: 


Jan 
Gaunpy, , B+ Tromas, 
Stuckpors Pet Janv2 Ord 


Haraisoy, Witiiam Aarave, Owston Assist- 
ant Ssh wlenst- ac, Oman Peden tt at 0 Ord jan at a 
Henpy Frepeaick Joux, 
Jan 22 an % 


_m Manufacturer 


Pet 
Ho WiLiiaM Daneee Fish Merchant 
't - Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 


Howaagp, Danis. Leyton, queer High Court Pet Jan 
70 O:d Jen 
lam, anaes S Guxwiso, Bristol, Grover Bristol Pet 
‘an 22 
Lave, Howse, abergwyaf, Cos! Mine Neath PetJan 


Lovett, CHARLES JoNATHAN, Blouse Manufacturer 
Wandsworth Pet Jana22 Ord Jan 22 
Devizes, Grocer Bath Pet 


Nov1 Od Jan 2% 
Maree, Fos Burssett, Reading Reding Pet Nov 


Mircuinsox, WiLLinenam Gerona , Lincs, Bank 
ine Boston Pet Jan 3 Jan ii 
Oat Brierfield, Lancs, Piumber Burnley 
ey Jan 21 
Wholesale Butcher Brighton 


Morcax, James ALraep, High at, Cpthemn, Upholsterer 
Pi Jan 21 
Licensed Victualler 


P68, 
Ord Jan 23 
mm. 4. Brixton High Court Pet Dec 6 Ord 
en 21 
. THom Groncs, Cheltenham, Hairdresser 
ee ‘Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 
Senger, Caasese, Baighton, Mone Aguas Brighton Pet 


Jaa 2 

Borrow, Sraraen Journeyman Tailor Sheffield 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 2) 

Swirt, Josrra, . ur Bilston, Staffs, Licensed 





Pet Sept 13 Ord 


wip SRS ey oe oe 
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Sesion Gasette, owns, Jan, 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barzs, omg 9 Samvet, yy End, Builder High 
Court Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 2 

Baruo, oes Joun, Finchley, Nurgeryman Barnet 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Beamext, Gronct Heasent, Poole, fork Butcher Poole 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Braxett, Toomas Wii™, ye weeaeine, 
Grocer (arli-le Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 

Buperit, Grorcz Atrrep, Southsea, Baker Portsmouth 

Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

we. Cranes, Strood, nr Rochester, Baker Rochester 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan u 

Coarzs, Tuomas Epwanrp, Shipton 3. Wrswest 

Oxford, Cattle Dealer’ Oxford Pet Jan Ord 

Jan 

Davixs, = Penralltfach Clyder, reams Labourer 
Carmarthen Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 

Fippy. Isaac Wittram, Worstesd, "Norfolk, anaes 
Victualier Norwich Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 

Fox, Wii114m, Port Talbot, Glam Neath bet Jan 25 
Ord Jan 25 

Faepsrick Wairetzyr & Co, Batley, Woollen Manufac- 
turers Dewsbury Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

ong. ——— High Cours PetOct3 Ord 


Jan 
Gairritn, Pomme Ayzvnix, Llwyngwril, Draper Aberyst- 
with Pet Jan Ord Jan 24 


Hapuze & Co. res Beech st, Barbican, Fur and Skin 
Merchants h Court Pet Dec 28 Ord Jan 25 
as JeTHRO ee a, Leicester, Shopkeeper Leicester 

Jan 23 
we, Amann Whitechapel, Corn Chandler High 
Court PetJan7 Ord Jan 24 

Hunzrsnoes, Evizanetn, uate, Haberdasher Leicester 
me. % “py E R . at, Civil 

EY, on AnTHoxy Ennest agent vi 

don Pet Aug 31 Grd Jan 2 

a:tlebury, Worcester, Market Gardener 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
: Ilkeston, Watchmaker Derby Pet 
4D 


Hooxwar, Grsert Voppex, Beaford, Devon, 

3 . Pet Jan 23 ay High 

AKOBOWSEI DWARD, eongien, | usic +1 Composer 
‘ourt Pet Dec17 Ord Jan 24 

oar ~*~ mm Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet Jan 23 


Jan 23 
Maysocx, A.szrt, Rochdale, Joiner Rochdale Pet 
Jan @% Od Jan 26 
Mosnisox, Evwarp, Gateshead, Grocer Newcastle on 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 
—,, Cuarzies Encan. Luton, Bedford, Baker Luton 


Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 25 

Pars, Witttam Tuomas, Hastings, Jeweller Hastings 
Pet Jan 25 Jan 25 

Farmer Caix, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Patrersox, Tuomas Bow may, Tiverton, Draper Exeter 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Przsrost, Fraxx Guist, Greenwich, Theatrical Manager 
Greenwich 


PetJan 2% OrdJan % 
Porrex, Wiit1am JOux, Bournemouth Poole Pet Jan 23 
Ord Jan 23 


Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet Jan 22 
an 


Pastry, Wiiuam Sreraex, Kidderminster, Grocer 
Kidderminster Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Rerves, Groncz, and Joux Rerve, Bradford Bradford 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2 

Rerrez, Wii114m, = Somerset, Dairyman Yeovil 
P-tJap il Ord Jan 

Bicuazvs, Witiiax, N Coal Merchant Newport, 
Mon Pet Jen Zz Ord Jan 23 

Roos, Aztuve Jonv, Plymouth, Painter Plymouth Pet 
Jan2 Ord Jan%& 

Saxpcaouxp & Co, tethnal Green rd, Furniture Manu- 
facturers Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Jan 23 

Sura, Bex, and Jauzs Boococx, Bacup, General Builders 
Rochdale PetJanii Ord Jan 2% 

Tuatcugz, Atreep, Hsmmersmith, Jobbing Builder 

Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Tuousez, Ansoiy L, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 23 

Water, Beeriz Jons, Jermyn st, Bt James's High 
Court PetJan8s Ord Jan 2 

:- , Builder High Court Pet 


Lae — Calern Bay, Denbigh Bangor Pet 


Hitt Heersert, 
Kidderminster 

Hou.us, Evizapers, 
Jan 


Farmer 


Precirovs Davin, 
Ord Jan 22 


Wito1rss, Boverr, ne Pruiterer High Court Pet 
Dee 24 Ord Jan ® 


Woovrczn, Groxcr Hexer. Freemantle, Southampton, 
Builder Southampton Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan 25 


Amendézd notices substitated for those published in the 
London Gazette 


of Jan 2: 
ao 2S Ord 


Hows, Warrsr, and Eexest Newrorx, Birminghe 
Lamp Makers birmingham Pets Jap 22 


Covrz. Tuonss Evwix, Stretford, Engineers’ Merchant 
Manchester Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 22 


FIRST MEETINGS 


Jan 





Iron Merchant's | 


Beecaisc, Hexeeet Loxoier, Chiewick, 
os Feb Gat 12 Off Ree, 98, Temple chmbrs, | 


———, Grincr Aursto, Pe 4 4 at ‘| 

nor yas, H 

Bewccx. fous, LY = ‘% SB x Feb 11 Sat 1 Off 
Kee, Fis tree 


Currozo, sr trod, nr Rochester, Baker Feb 10 | 
wt, Kocbenter 


Hie Oldbi Innkeepe 
On a i ; dates, Qastn at, 


Corssss & Co, =~ ey gees Feb 4 
at 2 Fak tee 


alterations, to 


Cooxe, Bassanr, 
Rec, Town Hall chmb are, Hall | 

Coren, Witte, and Swan Paew, Menbescast, | | 

Clothiers Feb liat 12 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffie 

Davies, Frayxurm, and EuizasetH CuARLotTe Davis, 
Chester, Public Caterers Feb 4 at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, | 
Eastgate row, Chester | 

Dostox, Freperick, Poulton le Fylde,” Lanes, Saddler | 
Feb 7 at 330 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Dopps. Joun Forpes, are = Heath, — Clerk | 

Feb6atil 174 Corporat ion st, Birmi | 

E.rery, Atsert, New Bri h'on. Chester, Confectioner 
Feb5at12 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

Fixx, Hesry Groroz, Breozett, Kent, Farmer Feb !1 at | 
8.15 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, eee 

Govan, James Lee ~ pg mee ‘Auctioneer Feb 
at8 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, P | 

Hammonp, JztHRo Josnva, Cee “thesia Feb 4 | 
at 1230 Off Rec, 1, Berrid ge st, Leicester 

wk Euizasertn, Lei Baberdasher Feb 4 at 

ff Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Salen Eanest Artaur, Choriton cum Hardy, Lancs, 
Mycle Vealer Feb 5 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st 
Manchester 

Jorvax & Sox, Dudley, Grocers Feb 5 at 11 Dudley | 
Arms Hotel, Dudley 

Lawsox, Isaac "Witt 14M, South Shore, Blackpool Feb 7 | 
at4 Off Rec, 14. Chay st, Preston 

Lirp a Emity, Walham 
Baakruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Henry. Rowde, nr Devizes, Grocer Feb 5 at 12 
ff Rec, 26, Baldwin st. Bristo 





Marra: 


Halifax, General Dealer Fob 6 at 8 on | 


| oulan 


Gusse, moz Wie, Harold W Wood, Essex, Engineer 3 
ne Grom Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 2% 3 

Ouirrorp, Cuan.es, Strood, mr Rochester, Baker Rochester 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2t 

Coarrs, THomas Epwasp, iam ge under Wychw 
Oxford, Cattle Dealer Oxford Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 

Davizs, Joux. Penralltfach Clydey, Pembroke, 
Carmarthen Pet Jan 25 OrdJan 

Dossox, Frepenicx, Poulton le Fyide, Lancs, Saddler 
Preston Pet Dec2i Ord Jan 22 

Dover, James, Horwich, Laucs, Builder Bolton Pet 
Dee 21 Ord Jan 23 

Friercuer, Eayest James, Maryport Camberland, Grocer 
Cockermouth Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 

i — Lombard st High Court Pet June 3 ~ 


Jan 
sae Wiiuam, Port Talbot Neath Pet Jan 25 Ord 


Wituiam = Awnevain, Taepeom, Dra : 
Ord Jan 24 “a 


aberystwith Pet Jan 24 ’ 
Haberdasher Leicester 


ARTSHORN, ELIzaBETH, 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 28 


| Hitt, Heaserr, Hartlebury, cee Market Gardener 
Kidd rd Jan 


erminster Pet Jan 22 22 
Hocues. James Henny, Earl's Court High Court Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Jan 23 
| JowEs, oe Welshpool, Montgomery, Wool Merchant 
Bet Deci9. Ord J 


Newto 
Provision Dealer Feb 4 at | Maxstrt. Cx CHARLES, ey Plumber Leeds Pet Jan 28 
| Sausten, _ Rochdale, Joiner Rochdale Pet Jan 


rd Jan 24 


theuen Caart es, Leeds, Plamber Feb 4 at 12 Off Maywanp, Henry Ricuanp, i. Kent, Ironmonger 


Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Moors, Gonos, B 
11.30 Off Rec, 4 . avilion bldgs, Bri enn 

Patuer, Cars, Leeds Feb 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park | 
row, , Leeds 

Parsons. PW4A, aw ad Wells Feb 6 atil Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey at 

PATTERSON, Tuomas Bowmans, Tiverton, Draper Feb 10 at 
11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Pout, Hews, Brixton Feb 10 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, | 
Carey st 

Post.teTHwaite, J W, Fenchurch st Feb 10at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Preciovs, Davin, Leeds, Plumber Feb 4 at 19.30 Off 
Kee 22, Psrk row, Leeds 

Price, CHantes Heyry, Birmingham, Baker Feb 5 at 12 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Reeve, Grorce, and Jonny Reeve, Bradford, Firewood 
Makers Feb6 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford | 

Brenor, Cnanis, Bright, Estate Agent Feb 5 at 11 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion blags, Brightoao 

Situ. Jony, A ore, Kent, Labourer --& uf at 3 
County Court Offices, 23, Cambri g2rd, Hasti 

Surcurrs, Joux, Aston, Burmingbaen, Baker Feb ry at il 
174, Corporation st, as 

SuTtoy, Stepney, Sheffield ye ey Tailor Feb 11 
at 11.39 Off Rec, Pigtree in, — 

Teerepite, Rarraste W pool, lee Cream Dealer 
Feb4at3 Off Rec, 25, John 4 Sunderland | 

Tuomas, ALEXANDER Grorce, Lymivgton, General Com- | 
mission sgent Feb 7 at 3 Off Rec, 172, High st, | 
South impton 

Travis, Joux Tromas, Darnall, nr "> Pawnabro ker 
Feb 11 at 11 ec, Figtree in, She field 

Turner, Horpzetox a. Co, Fiosbury ‘pvm t, Insurance 
ag Feb6at12 B RA | Yay, Be st 

Wuirsy, Stpxey, Sandy, Beds, Wheelwright t Feb dat 12.30 

Off Bec, Bridgsst, Northam 

Wuirerey, Faepericx, and Hexry Wuirevey, aie, 
Yorks, Wooilen Maoufacturers Feb5 at 8 Off B ec, 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Witprsc, Bozert, jun, Blackburn, Fruit Merchant Feb 6 
at12 County Vourt House, Blackbarn 

Wits. Hewny C, Barnes, Builder Feb 5 at 11.30 2%, 
Railway app. London Bridge 

Wiispox, Jonx Warter, Morecambe, Auctioneer’s Sales- 
man Feb7 at 2.80 Off Ree, 14. acey Preston 

Wins ape, Jauts, Portsmouth, 
Ree, Cambridge junc, High st, Portemo: 

ADJUDICATIONS 


Banxway, Paevertcx Ricsarp, Maidstone, 
Rochester Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 24 

Bares, Eowarp Samvet, Crouch End, Builder High 
Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


Brewer 


hton, Wholesale Butcher Feb 5 at | 


| Woovrorp, Grorcz 





Bu —s" GroncE fsveen, Southsea, Baker, Portemouth 
Pet J an 22 Ord Jen 28 


Pet Nov 27 Ord J 
Parrerson, Tomas = Tiverton, Draper Exeter 
Pet Jan 2 Ord J Jan 2 
Pizepoyt, Franx Grist, ry zpentatenh Manager 
Greenwich Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 
| Pammoce, + Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet Jan 22 


Presty, Wiican Sreruen, Kidderminster, Grocer Kid- 
derminster Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Reeve, Grorce, and Joun Reeve “Bradford, Firewood 
Makers Bradford Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 

Bicuarps, ¥11L1amM, Newport, Coal aa Newport, 
Mon Pet Jan?3 Ord Jan 2+ 

aeog, 4nTHur Jou, Plymouth, Painter Plymouth Pet 

an24 Ord Jan 24 

| soakenn: Grorce Freperick Baewh, House Furnisher 
Norwich PetJani1 Ord Jan 

Taatcuer, ALFRED, Hammersmh, es Builder 
High Court Pet Jan2% Ord J; 

| Travis, Jonny Tuomas, Darnall. or “Sheffield, Pawnbroker 
Sheffield Pet Oct 18 Ord Jan 25 

Twerpy, Jossrn Jouy, Davin Francis, and GweEyiuAn 
Jonzs, gy Proprietors Swansea Pet 
Jan8 Ord Jan 2% 

WA ker, pane, Bredford, Draper Bradford Pet Jan9 


Ord Jan 2 

Wuirsy, dl oate Wheelwright Bedford Pet 
Jan 20 Ord 

WuitELey, oe an Kk, and Heyry Wuire.ey, Batley, 
Woollen Manufactw Dewsbury Pet Jan 23 Ord 


ters 
Jan 23 
Hewry, Freemantle, Setengtat 
Builder oe Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 





All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
262. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 





EQUITY AND LAW 


IEE ASSURANOETE SOOIDT YT. 


ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed 


1844, 


£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


| THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 


SEORETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 





ated 


the 
that 





